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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Abstract 


SERVICE AssocIATION - KERALA URUDU TEACHERS ASSOCIATION 

(GOVERNMENT) RECOGNITION - GRANTED 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATION (SERVICES -D ) DEPARTMENT 
G.O.Ms.No. 553/80/GAD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 8th December 1980 . 


Read:-Letter No. B3-21375 /80 dated 30-7-1930 from the Director 01 

Public Instructions, Trivandrum . 


ORDER 
Recognition is granted to th : “ Kerala Urudu Teachers Association 
(Gvern nent) " subject to tie con litions prescrib :d in the Kerala Govern . 
ment Servants Conduct Rules, 1960 . 

2. The bye-laws of the Association forwarded by the Director of Public 
Instruction , Trivandrum with the letter cited are recorded. The Association 
shall forward to Government copies of amendments that are being made 
to its bye-laws from time to time and the annual statement of accounts for 
information . 

3. All communications to Government from the Associa ion shall be 
addressed through the Director of Public Instruction , Trivandrum . The 
Association shall be described as the Kerala Urudu Teachers Association 
(Government) No. 223/80 " . The Association will quote this serial number 
on its correspondence with Government Officers to ensure that its 
representations are looked into and not ignored as if coming from unrecogni 
sed service Associations. 

4. Change of address, if any, consequent on the shifting of the Head 
Quarters of the Association shall be communicated to Government. 

By order of the Governor, 

V.N. ELAYATH 

Under Secretary. 
G. 1887 

(P.r.o.) 
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To 


The General Secretary , Kerala Urudu Teachers (Government) Associa 

tion through the Director of Public Instructions. 
The Director of Public Instructions, Trivandrum . 
The General Education Department - Vide V.O. No. 62225/ 33 /80 / 

G.Edn . dated 29-10-1980 . 
All Departments ( All Sections) of the Secretariat including Law ; Legis 

lature and Finance . 
All Offices, Sections to include the name of the Association in the 
mailing list . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Abstract 
TOURIST DEPARTMENT - CATERING OF STATE GUESTS AND PAYING GUESTS 

AND TOURISTS IN GUEST HOUSES - Revised RATES - ORDERED . 


GENERAL ADMINISTRATION (POLITICAL - A ) DEPARTMENT 
G. O. (P ) No. 569/80/GAD . Dated, Trivandrum , 18th December 1980 . 


Read :-1. G.O. ( P ) No. 180/ PD dated 5-6-1968; 
2. Letter No. A4-15432 /77 dated 4-8-1979 from the Director, 
Tourist Department 

ORDER 
The question of improving the standard of catericg and the quality of 
the food served in the Guest Houses under the control of the Tourist De 
partment has been engaging the attention of Government for sometime. An 
Expert Committee was also appointed to go into the question . After consider 
ing its recommendations and all other relevant aspects of the matter and 
taking into account the steep rise in the prices of food materials etc., 
Government are pleased to order revision of catering charges as indicated 
below : 

CATERING CHARGES ( TARIFF) 
Vegetarian 

Non -vegetarian 
Item of Board 

Caterer s To be realised Caterer s To be realised 
share from the party 

share 

from the party 
Bed Tea/Coffee 0.40 

0.50 0.40 

0 50 
Breakfast 

2.40 3.00 4.80 

6.00 
Lunch 

3.40 4.25 6.00 

7.50 
Evening Tea 

1.20 1.50 1.20 

1.50 
Dinner 3.40 

6.00 

7.50 


4.25 


10.80 


13.50 


18.40 


23.00 


G 
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2. A revised standard menu for the separate meals served in the Guest 
Houses is given in Appendix - I. 

3 . These orders will take effect from the First of January, 1981. 

4 . The orders issued in the G. O. read as first paper above will stand 
modified to the extent indicated above . 

By order of the Governor, 
M. S. K. RAMASWAMY, 

Special Secretary. 
To 

The Director, Tourist Department 
The Accountant General, Kerala , Trivandrum (this order issues with 

the concurrence of Finance Department) 
The Finance Department (vide No. 67891/Exp -B3/80 /Fin . dated 
26-11-1980) 

Appendis - I 

STANDARD MENU 
Vegetarian 

Non -vegetarian 
I. Bed Tea/Coffee: 
One Cup of Tea /Coffee 

One Cup of Tea /Coffee 
II . Breakfast: 
1. 3 Idlies or 3 Dosai and 2 Vadas 1 Oats /Cornflakes 

with Sambar and Chutney 2. Two eggs (to order ) 
and one Plantain 

3. Three pieces of Toast with 
OR 

preserves 
One plate Upmayu , 

4. One small pot Tea or Coffee 
steamed Banana 

and one 5. One Plantain 
Vada 
2. One small pot Coffee or Tea 
III . Lunch /Dinner: 

(Standard ) 
( Standard 
1. Rice or Chapathy 

1. Rice or Chapathy 
2. Vegetable curry 

2. Mutton /Chicken / Fishy 

curry 
3. Two side dishes (Avial, Kooltu , 3 . Two side dishes (Avial 
Kichadi or Thovaran ) 

Koottu, 

Kichadi o 

Thovaran ) 
4. Rasam 

4 . Rasam 
5 . Curd 

5. Curd 
6. Pappad 

6. Pappad 
7 . Pickles 

7. Pickles 
8. Fruit (seasonal) 

3. Fruit (seasonal) 
IV . Afternoon Tea : 

1 . One small pot Tea/ Coffee 1 . One small pot Tea /Coffee 
2. Two Biscuits 

2 . Two Biscuits 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Development ( E ) Department 

ERRATUM NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (P ) 154 /80 /DD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 20th December 1980 . 
In the Development ( E ) Department notification G.O. ( P) No. 112 /80/ 
DD dated , the 30th September, 1980 published as S. R. O.No. 1041/80 in 
Part I of the Kerala Gazette No. 45 dated the 11th November , 1980, in item 
(2 ) of the amendments in clause 2 , for the words " District Recruitment" 
read " Direct Recruitment" . 


By order of the Governor, 
N.CHANDRASEKHARAN NAIR , 

Secretary. 


Το 


The Secretary, Kerala Public Service Commission (With C.L.) 
All District Collectors 
All Block Development Officers 
All Principals, Extension Training Centres 
The Accountant General, Kerala , Trivandrum 
The General Administration (Rules) Department 
The General Administration (S.C.) Department 
The Confidential Assistantto the Chief Secretary 
The Confidential Assistant to Special Secretary (Development) 


G. 


1891 


Kerala Gazette No. 2 dated 13th January, 1981. 
PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1659/80/ LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 2nd December 1980 

The award of the Labour Court, Quilon in respect of the dispute 
between Sri George Oommen M. Sc., Manager, Good Hope Estate , 
Gec Gee Estates, New Good Hope & New Hope Estates, Punalur), 
Thekkeveettil, Puthencavu P. O., Chengannur and their workinen 
represented by the General Secretary, Kollam Jilla Plantation Workers 
Union , (C. I. T. U.), Koodal received by Government on 27-11-1980 is 
hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Governor , 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary. 
In the Labour Court, Quilon 
Dated this the 28th day ofOctober 1980 

Present 
SHRI M , RAGHAVAN B. SC . B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 73/76 

Between 
Sri George Oommen M. Sc., (Manager Good Hope Estate , 
Gee Gee Estates, New Good Hope and New Hope 
Estates, Punalur ), Thekkeveettil, Puthencavu, 

P. O. Chengannur. 

And 
The Workmen of the above estates represented by the General 
Secretary , Kollam Jilla Plantation Workers Union , 

(C.I.T. U.) , Koodal. 
Representation : 
Sri B. S. Krishnan , Advocate, 

For the Managements 
Warriam Road, Ernakulam , 
GA . 832/B . 


2 


AWARD 


This case arose 

out of a reference under Section 10 ( 1) ( c) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act of 1947 made by the Government of Kerala by 
order No. G. O. Rt. 961/76 /LBR . dated 13-7-1976 

The issue referred for 
adjudication is the dismissal of 6 workers and the suspension of 3 workers 
by the Manager , Good Hope Estate, Gee Gee Estates, New Good Hope & 
New Hope Estates, Punalur. 

After enquiry my learned predecessor passed a preliminary order on 
2-2-1978 upholding the findings of the domestic enquiry against the 
workmen. Against the above order the union filed O. P. No. 1603 of 
1978-G before the Hon ble High Court of Kerala . The Hon ble High 
Court st aside the preliminary order mentioned above and remandet the 
case to this Court for fresh consideration . After remand this court took 
further evidence and again passed a preliminary ord r on 17-6-1980 
upholding the findings of the enquiry officer and finding that the domestic 
enquiry held against the delinquent was proper. The case was posted for 
considering the question of punishment. I am extracting below the 
preliminary order dated 17-5-1980 passed my learned predecessor. 

" For easy appreciation of the facts , evidence and circumstance relating 
to the present order, I am extracting below the preliminary order passed 
by me on 2-2-1978 . 

This reference was made by the Kerala Government by order 
G.O. Kr. No. 961/76 /LBR dated 13-7-1976 under Section 10 (1) (c) of the 
Industrial Disputes Act of 1947 for adjudication by this court of the 
Industrial Dispute between Sri George Oommen , Manager, Good Hope 
Estate , Get Gee Estate, New Good Hope and New Hope Estates, Punalur 
and the workmen of the above estates represented by the General Secretary , 
Kollam Jilla Plantation Workers Union (C.I.T. U.) , Koodal in respect 
of the following matters : 
I. Dismissal of the following six workers ; 

(1) P. Sudhakaran , 
( 2) Sundaresan , 
( 3 ) Abdul Rahiman , 
(4 ) Dharman , 
(5 ) V. Mohammadų, 

(6 ) Achenkunju , 
II. Suspension ofthe following 3 workers : 

( 1 ) K.Mathew , 
( 2) Salim , 
(3 ) Chellamuthu , 
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Pursuant to an application dated 1-9-1976 by all the above 9 workers 
that they have ceased 10 be_members of the original union , the Punalur 
Estate Workers Union (A. I. T.U. C.) represented by its General Secretary 
as additionally impleaded . The General Secretary of th : Punalur Estate 
Workers Union has fiied a clain statement. His case is this : On 27-8-1974 
there was a Satyagraha staged in front of the Superintendent s Bungalow and 
shouting of slogans. There was also a mass rally by state workers in which 
speeches were made by union leaders criticising the an i- labour practice of 
the management. This infuriated the management, who foisted charges 
of riotous and disorderly behaviour against the delinquents who were the 
most active trade-unionists among the wo kers by way of victimisation . 
The delinquents and their union denied the charges, but an enquiry was 
conducted by the management as a ruse to vict.inise the workers under the 
guise of disciplinary proceedings. The enquiry was only an empty formality . 
It was conducted in a most unfair and unsatisfactcry manner, in utter 
disregard of the principes of natural justice. The witnesses for the 
management were tutored . The answers given by those witnesses were not 
correctly recorded ; the answers were so recorded to suit the management s 
case . The findings of the enquiry were entered by another enquiry 
officer subsequently appointed. The reasons stated by him for dis lieving 
the evidence of defence witnesses smacks of patent partiality towards the 
management. Hence an award has to be passed directing reinstatement 
of the workers with full back wages. 

The management has filed a written statement contending as follows: 
The Government had on 23.12-1975 declined , to refer the dispute for 
adjudication as they were satisfied of the propriety of the domestic enquiry 
and the managements action and hence their present reference order of 
15-7-1976 without hearing the management is bad . in law and on facts. 
11 workers threatened writer George and abused him badly . On 28-8-1974 
all these 11 workers wrongfully restraining the Superintendent within the 
Bunglow and its premises till 12 midnight, deflated all the 4 tyres of the 
estate jeep and pulled out the wire of the starting switch and of the electric 
horn . So a show cause notice was issued to them on 2-9-1974 , for which 
they submitted their explanation . Since the explanation was unsatisfactory a 
domestic enquirywas conducted against all the 11 workers. The enquiry 
was conducted adhering to all principles of natural justice. Themanage 
ment examined 7 witnesses. They were cross- examined by the workers,who 
also examined 5 witnesses on their side. Even the union s secretary and 
presidentwere allowed to participate in the enquiry . The enquiry officer 
Mr. Thomas Varghe.e , Advocate died after recording of evidence and 
hence Mr. Zachariah Koshy, Advocate , was aopointed to continue the 
enqui y . 1 his enquiry officer gave notice that he will continue the 
proceedings, for which the workers or their union had no objection, 
Evidence was correctly recorded in the enquiry and at nå time before any 
objection was taken regarding that by the workers or their union . All the 
workers were served with copics of the enquiry precedings and of the 


The workers were 


findings of the enquiry officer, but no objection was raised by any of them 
The enquiry officer , while discussing the evidence and arriving at his finding 
of the workers, with the result the management dismissed only 6, suspended 3 
and warned 2 out of the 11 workers. Had the management any motive to 
victimise they would have dismissed all the 11 workers since the enquiry 
officer has found all of them guilty of various charges. After receiving the 
report of the enquiry officer, the management called upon the workers to 
show cause why they should not be dismissed 

from service, but while 
submitting their explanations none of the workers made 

any allegation 
against the enquiry or the findings of the enquiry officer . So the present 
allegations are only an 

after-thought. 

The management sought the 
approval of the District Labour Officer, Quilon for dismissing the workers 
since conciliation proceedings were pending then before him . But the 
workers did not turn up with any objections and the District Labour Officer 
approved the action taken by the management. 
dismissed for very serious misconducts , wherein the life of the Superinten 
dent was in danger. So an award may be passed in favour of the 
management. 

A replication has been filed by the union traversing the contentions 
in the written statement. 
Before this court the enquiry officer was examined as 

M.WI and 
Exts .MI to M4 (b ) weremarked and the case was heard on the question 
of propriety of the domestic enquiry as a preliminary issue. So the issue 
that arises for consideration is : 

Whether the domestic enquiry was proper ? 

The issue : Itwas argued on behalf of the union that depositions of 
the witnesses were not correctly recorded by the enquiry officer. Admittedly 
the enquiry officer who recorded evidence, Mr. Thomas Varghese, 
advocate dicd and hence another enquiry officer was appointed to continue 
the enquiry proceedings. But at no time before , any of the workers have 
raised any complaint that the depositions were not properly recorded or 
that those witnesses should be examined again before the subsequent enquiry 
officer . Further, though the case stood posted for evidence on several dates, 
none of the workers has gone to the box to swear to any of the grievances 
now raised against the propriety of the domestic enquiry. Perusing Ext, M2 
proceedings I see no ground or reason to hold otherwise than that the 
enquiry was conducted properly, observing all principles of natural justice. 
Witnesses for the management were all cross examined and the workers 
have examined 5 witnesses on their side and they have signed on all the 
depositions in token of the correctness of the depositions. 

While considering the propriety of the enquiry, it has also to be 
considered whether the fin lings of the enquiry ficar were perverse or wrong 
and whether there was victimisatio of the workers concerned. For this 
purpose the evidence in the case has to be scanned . 


an 
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In the charge incidents of 27-8-1974 and 28-8-1974 are alleg : I. 
Ist 9 workers (the dismissed 6 and suspended 3 workers) are allege i to have 
taken active parts in the incidents . It is alleged that on 27-8-1974 from 
11 a.m. the 6 dismissed workers threatened the Superintendent, while he was 
in his bungalow , by forcibly closing the shutters of windows and abusing him 
and when the Superintendent attempted to telephone to the Police 3 of them 
threatened to kill him just like his 3 fowls they strangled to death in his 
presence. When watcher Abraham went out. 3 of the 6 dismissed workers 
attempted to beat him with firewood pieces thinking that he was going to 
inform the Police, and he took to his heels and escaped . 

Writer George, 
who came along, ignored their threats and abuses and went to the Police 
Station at Punalur and returned with Police people by 3 p.m.and then the 
workers dispersed away. The 3 suspended workers are also alleged to have 
participated in the onslaught by abusive words, On 28-8-1974 from 5 p.m. 
all the 11 workers are alleged to have kept the Superintendent in wrongfu! 
restraint within his bungalow upto 12 midnight and they also deflated the 
tyres of the estate jeep parked near the bungalow and damaged its starting 
switch and electric horn . 

P.Ws 1 to 7 and D.Ws. 1 to 5 have been examined and Exts. Al to 
A5 and DI to D3 were marked in the enquiry. 

P.W.1 is the Superintendent of the estate. Hehas sworn to the incidents 
of both days and proved Exts. Al and A2 reports he sent to his Manager on 
27-8-1974 and 29-8-1974 . Ext. Al is in respect of the incident of 27-8-1974 
and Ext. A2 is in respect of the incident of 28-8-1974 . He would swear that 
the workers demanded Rs. 250 per head as Onam advance as against the 
offered amount of Rs. 130 per head and as a result the incidents occurred in 
which not only he was kept in wrongful restraint and his life was threatened 
and his subordinates the watcher and writer were attempted to be assaulted, 
butalso 3 of his towls were stranged and killed and damage to his cultivation 
and jeep was caused . There is no circumstance brought out in his cross 
examination to reasonably think that Exts. Al and A2 were premeditated or 
that P.W.I was swearing falsely . 

The evidence of P.W.1 is fully supported by the evidence of P.W.4 the 
writer and P.W.6 the watcher. These witnesses could not specifically 
attribute each and every action to the respective delinquent who did it; but 
that is only natural in an attempted attack by a group of persons. In fact 
that strengthness all the more the reliability of the version given by these 
witnesses. Their evidence is further corroborated by the testimony of P.W.2 
an ex -worker of the estate, P.Ws. 3 and 7 who are supervison of the estate 
and P.W.5. P.Ws.2 and 5 are neighbours and they hav3ffered sufficient 
explanation for seeing the incidents by saying that they came to attend a 
meeting held on the road in front of the estate in the morning and the 
incident of 27-8-1974 was immediately after the dispersal of the meeting by 
11 a.m. Thus the evidence of P.Ws. 1 to 7 and Exts. Al and A2 amply 
prove beyond doubt the charges levelled against the delinque its... 
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As admitted 


In 


The evidence of D.Ws.1 to 5 is of no avail to shake the above con 
clusion. They gave evidence that no such incident took place as alleged and 
there was only satyagraha. But their evidence is interested . 
by them D.W.1 is the grandfather of delinquent Sundaresan, D.W.3 is a 
nephew of D.W.1 and D. W , 5. is a son of D.W.1 and uncle of delinquent 
Sundaresan. These witnesses, being the close relatives of one of the delin 
quents, were int. rested in the defence case 

D.Ws. 2 and 4 are interested as 
co -tappers of the delinquents and as members of the C.I.T.U. to which the 
delinquents belong. Further there was Ext. A3 notice issued 10 D.W.2 as 
to why action should not be taken against him for causing damage in the 
estate by allowing his cattle to stray into the estate several times i spite of 
requests not to do so . 

And Ext. A4 is his reply saying that he will not do 
so, by selling away his sheep . Ext. A5 is a notice issued to D.W.5 to shift 
his residence to another room . Ext. D3 is a notice as to the meeting of 
27-8-1974 morning which only supports the management s case that the 
incident followed that meeting. The other notices Exts . D1, D2 and D4 do 
not appear to be relevant and they do not improve the defence case. 
short, the findings of guilty entered by the enquiry officer on the available 
cvidence against the delinquents are correct and not perverse in any way and 
there is absolutely no evidence in proof of the union s allegation that there 
was victimisation . I find this issue accordingly . 

Since the above finding is in favour of the management there is no 
necessity to post the case for fresh evidence of the management, in which 
casc alone the union is entitled to adduce evidence contra . 

I therefore uphold the findings of the enquiry officer against the delin 
quents, find that the domestic eaquiry was proper and post the case for 
hearing on the question of punishment. 

Against the above preliminary order the union filed a writ in the 
Hon ble High Court as0.P. No. 1603 of 1978.G. As per the judgement 
dated 17-11-1978 in that case my preliminary order which was marked a 
Ext. Pl in the writ was set aside and the matter was remanded for fresh 
consideration . Henc : the present preliminary order. 

The domestic enquiry in this case was conducted by one Mr. Thomas 
Varghese, an advocate of Chengannur. It was he who recorded the 
evidence at the enquiry, but before completing the enquiry he passed away. 
Th :n a substitute wasappointed as the enquiry officer , who is Mr. Zachariah 
Koshy, advocate practicing at Kottayam . He perused the evidence recor 
ded by his prefecessor and entered his findings and gave a report to the 
management. 5 see from the judgement the writ petition the two 
contentions raisee bere the High Co irc by the union were evidence was 
not properly reco de 1 and there is no proof regarding proper recording of 
the evidence. The 2 nd ground is that since the succeeding en uiry officer 
sinply relied on the evi lence recorded by his predecessor-in -office it cannot 
be said that th :re has beci a pr per appreciation of evidence and hence 
principles of natural justic : have been viola:ed . The reasoning which led 
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to the remand of the case is this :-- This Court proceeded on th : basis that 
there is nothing wrong with the enquiry report and did not taku care to 
examine whether the proceedings are formally proved . 

After remand, by way of formal proof the Head Clerk of the Manage 
ment was examined as M. W. 2 and Exts . M2 (a ) was marked through 
him . 

M. W. 2 his sworn that throughout the domestic enquiry he was 
acting as an observer on behalf of the manag,ment and on behalf of the 
union, the Union President advocate Sri P. K. Sadasivan and the General 
Secretary Sri Brahmanan lan were preset, that on every page of the 
enquiry proceedings the signature of MW . 2 , Sri P. K. Sadasivan , 
Sri Brahmanandan and the worker concer ed in this case were obtained 
and that the enquiry officer , who since deceased, recorded the enquiry 
proceedings truly and correctly . Thouch M.W.2 was cross- examined at 
length the fact tha all the observers and workers have signed in all the 
papers of the enquiry proceedings and that the enquiry officer recorded 
evidence truly and correctly have not been specifically challenged . So now 
here is sufficient proof ai to the enquiry records which were depended 
upon by the subsequent enquiry officer to arrive at his conclusions, which 
conclusions I have dealt in detail and confirmed as correct in my prelimi 
nary order . The result is the formal defect pointed out by the Hon ble 
High Court in remitting the case has been cured and there is no reason for 
me to deviate from my earlier preliminary order . 

In the result I uphold the findings of the enquiry officer and find that 
the domestic enquiry held against the delinquents was proper and accor 
dingly post the case for evidence and hearing on the question of punishment 
alone that is as to whether the punishment was harsh or excessive" . 

The only point that remains to be d - cided is whether the punishment 
awarded to the workmen concerned is harsh or excessive . 

The Point :-The allegations against the workmen which have been 
found to be true in the domestic enquiry are of a serious nature as is 
evident from the facts detailed in the preliminary order passed bymy learaed 
predecessor extracted above . The learned counsel for the workmen has 
produced Ext.Wl certified copy of the judgement of the JudicialMagistrate 
of the IIClass, Punalur in Calendar Case No. 807 of 1974 It is contended that 
the above case was in respect of the identical incident which was the subject 
matter of the present dispute . It is urged that the learned Magistrate 
acquitted the workmen in question , who were the accused in the case. The 
point advanced is that since another court has found against the allegations 
it is reasonable to reduce the punishment. 

I am unable to accept the above contentions. The fact that a criminal 
court held that the case against the accused has not been proved is not of 
relevance in this case with regard to the question of punishment. This 
court has upheld the findings of the domestic enquiry. Tlis court at this 
stage has therefore to proceed on the basis that the allegatons made stand 
proved . As stated by me already the charges are of a seriousnature, 
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First of all the question 


Found 


It is also contended by the learned counsel of the union that the 
workmen being first offenders deserve leniency . 
whether these workmen had committed similar acts has not been subject 
matter of investigation in this case . 

Even assuming that they had not 
committed similar acts before I do not think that fact is of any relevance 
here. Considerations which may weigh with a criminal court in such cases 
cannot havemuch relevance in deciding whether the employer was justified in 
putting an end to the services of the delinquent employee. This is parti 
cularly so in cases where the delinquent workmen have been proved to have 
resorted to force . 

It is seen that 6 workmen were dismissed and that 3 workmen were only 
suspended . In my opinion the fact established show that the workmen 
committed acts which merit the punishment awarded to him . I find no 
reason to hold that the punishment is harsh or excessive, 
accordirgly. 

In the result I pass an award upholding the order of dismissal relating 
to Sarvasree P. Sudhakaran , Sundaresan , Abdul Rahiman , Dharman, 
V. Mohammadu and Achenkunju and the order of suspension relating to 
Sarvasree K.Mathew , Salim and Chellamuthu . Parties to bear costs in the 
circumstances. 

This award will take effect on the expiry of 30 days of its publication in 
the Kerala Government Gazette as enjoined in Section 17A (1) of the 
Industrial Disputer Act. 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed by him , revised and 
corrected by me on this the 28th day of October 1980 . 

M.RAGHAVAN, 

Presiding Officer . 

Appendix 
Witnesses examined on the side on the Management : 

MW1 Zachariah Koshy. 

MW2 George Thomas. 
Exhibitsmarked on the side of the Management : 
Ext. M1 Findings of the enquiry officer dated 3rd April 1975. 

M2 Enquiry proceedings including depositions of witnesses. 
M2 (a ). Deposition of P. Sudhakaran , 3rd witness, examined in 

the enquiry ( The relevant portion is page 116 in 

Ext. M2). 
M3 Schedule of witnesses. 
M4 (a ) Receipt dated 13-3-1975 . 
M4 Application dated 

26-11-1974 submitted 

by 
P. Sudhakaran for copy of depositions. 
Exhibits marked as the sade of the Union : 
Ext. Wi Judgement in Calendar Case No. 807/74 dated 18th 

Septen ber 1975 of the Judicial Magistrate of the II Class, 
Punalul 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1605/80 /LBR. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 21st November 1980 . 
The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between (1) The Secretary, Spencer & Company Ltd., 153 Mount Road , 
P. B. No. 301, Madras-600002 and (2) The Servicing Engineer, M /s. Spencer & 
Company Ltd., Refrigeration and Airconditioning Service Division , Ammenkoil 
Road, Cochin -11 and the workman of the above establishment Shri P. S. Roy . 
Punchapady House , Nayarambalam P. O. 682509, Ernakulam District received 
by Government on 17-11-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947). 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary . 
IN THE LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 
Dated this the 11th day of November 1980 

Present 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B.Sc., B.L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 151 OF 1979 
(Old Na I. D. 18 of 1977) 

Between 
(1) The Secretary, Spencer & Company Ltd., 153 Mount Road, P. B. Na 301, 
Madras-600002 and (2) The Servicing Engineer , M /s. Spencer & Company 
Ltd., Refrigeration and Airconditioning Service Division, 

Ammenkoil Road , Cochin - 11 

And 
The workman of the above establishment Shri P , S. Roy, Punchapady 

House, Nayarambalam P. O. 682509, Ernakulam District. 
Representations: 

M / s. Menon & Pai, 
Advocates, Ernakulam 

For Management. 
Shri K. D. Babu , 

For Workman . 
Advocate, Narakal 
GA -820 / J . 
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The issue referred for adjudication by Government as per G. O. (Rt.) 
No. 250/77/LBR dated 15-2-1977 is the " termination of service of Sri P. S. Roy" 
by the Management involved M /s. Spencer & Company Limited. The reference 
was to the Quilon Labour Court where it was taken on the file as I. D. 18 
of 1977. It was transferred to this Court with its formation and refiled in 
the presecat number. 

2. Shri Roy was appointed as a probationer with effect from 6-8-1975 for a 
period of six months as per Ext. W4 of which 

Ext. M4 is a copy . 
services were terminated with effect from 5-2-1976 as per Ext. Wi order 
dated 22-1-1976 stating that his performance was not to the satisfaction of 
the Management. Aggrieved of that 

termination Shri Roy filed Ext. W2 
complaint before the Chairman , Implementation Committee. That complaint 
was forwarded to the Labour Officer who convened a conciliation in which a 
settlement was arrived at on 16-3-1976 for entertaining Shri Roy as a fresh 
probationer for a period of three months. Exts. M5 and W5 are copies of the 
conciliation settlement. - Pursuant to the settlement Shri Roy was appointed 
for a period of three months from 17-3-1976. The original order of appoint 
ment is Ext. W6 and the office copy in which he had acknowledged receipt 
of the original is Ext. Mi. His services were again terminated as per Ext. Wiz 
with effect from 17-6-1976 . It is the correctness of that termination 
that is challenged in this reference , 

3. Shri Roy in his claim statement alleges that he was performing his 
duties to the best of his abilities which the ordinary course would have been 
sufficient to impress the Management as satisfactory and that his services 
were terminated on the first occasion as he was unwilling to bribe his 
superior, the Service Engineer, who demanded a payment of a sum of Rs 5,000 
as illegal gratification for confirming him in service and that various frivolous 
and baseless charges were raised by the same Service Engineer against him 
after the reinstatement and ultimately sent out of service for no fault of him . 
According to him it is a nacked act of victimisation and he is entitled to 
reinstatement. 


4. The Management in its written statement while denying the allegation 
of the demand of bribe by the Service Engineer contended that Shri Roy who 
was appointed as a probationer did not perform his duties satisfactorily 
and that he was tried again as per the conciliation settlement. Then again 
he did not improve. Therefore his services were terminated . The Manage 
ment had every right to do so . He is not entitled to any reliefs. 

5. The evidence in the case consists of the testimony of wwi to WW4, 
MW1. Exts. W1 to W20 and Exts . Mi to M10 . WW1 is the workman and 
MW1 is the Service Engineer who is alleged to have been the villain of the 
show . WWs. 2 to 4 are examined to corroborate the claim of WW1 that there 
was a demand of bribe by MWI. I shall first consider the evidence on this 
aspect of the case. 
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6 What is sworn to by the workman as WW1 is that the Service Engineer 
on 19-1-1976 demanded Hie bribe of Rs. 5,000 stating that it is necessary to 
be paid over to the General Manager and that he was asked to meet hinn 
(the Service Engineer) at his residence the same day. According to him the 
conversation took place in the ferry boat in which they were together travelling 
that evening. He (WW1) told the Service Engineer that he is not prepared 
to pay the money. Then they together travelled in a bus and when wW1 
alighted at the bus stop near his residence the Service Engineer wlio was 
continuing the journey again reminded him to meet at the residence as told 
earlier. Therefore wwi approached WW4 for a loan of Rs 5,000. 

WW4 
agreed to pay it. They together went with the money to the residence of 
the Service Engineer in the evening of 20-1-1976 . Then the Service Engineer 
refused to accept the money because a stranger was also present. 

7. WW2 Shri Ramesh Babu claims that he had occasion to overhear the 
conversation between WW1 and MW1 in the ferry boat. According to him 
MW1 demanded a sum of Rs. 5,000 as bribe in that conversation . WW3 is 
a bus conductor. He swears that WW1 and MW1 were passengers in his 
bus on the 19th of a particular month in 1976 and that MW1 asked WW1 to 
meet him at his residence when WW1 got down from the bus at the bus 
stop . WW4 repeated the story of WW1 that they together met MW1 at his 
residence on 20-1-1976 . According to this witness he was ready with Rs 5,000 
to be paid to MW1 as a loan to WW1. MW1 categorically denies the 
allegation . 

8. The allegation regarding the demand of bribe is seen to have been raised 
for the first time in Ext. W18 complaint filed before the Deputy Labour Officer 
on 22-6-1976 . This was after the second termination . It is the same allega 
tion that is repeated in the claim statement also. There was no such allega 
tion im Ext. W2 complaint. WW1 also did not think it fit to raise any 
complaint regarding this demand at any point of time to the superior officers 
of MW1. It is admitted that the Management Company is a well established 
concern having its Head Office at Madras with large number of Branches and 
employees spread throughout India . The workman has no complaint that 
the Officers superior to MW1 have any special grudge against him . In these 
state of affairs the genuineness of the complaint has to be Scrutinised in 
further detail with reference to the available evidence. What is stated in 
Ext W18 complaint, the one raised for the first time, is that the demand was 
rejected out right when it was made. The same is the averment in the claim 
statement. If that be so there was no occasion or necessity for MW1 to pursue 
the matter or WW1 to arrange the funds with WW4 and contact MW1 subse 
quently . It is also important to notice that WW1 and MW1 are functioning in 
the same office . According to WW1 the demand was made in secret in a crowded 
ferry boat. In the ordinary course MW1 if he was eager to receive an illegal 
gratification would not have chosen the crowded ferry boat the venue 
conveying his idea. It was easy for him to move the idea secretly in a seclused 
place. It is also not known as to how WW2 could overhear a secret conversa 
tion. WW3, the Conductor, had admitted that he is usually employed in issuing 
tickets to the passengers in the bus and that there are zate checkers for 
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and accompanied 

even on his 


come 


It is common case 


the bus to allow passengers to get in and get out... Still he claims that he 
had heard the conversation between wwi and Mwi. He has gone to the 
extent of stating the date as 19-1-1976. The evidence of this witness in the 
circumstances appear to be too artificial, WW4. states in cross -examination 
that WW1 was not known to him earlier and that they met for the first 
time on 20-1-1976 . Yet he claims that he readily agreed to give a loan of 
Rs. 5000 to ww1 when he made a request for the same 
WW1 to the residence of MW1. WW4 is not a money lender 
own admission. What he states is that he had ten thousand rupees with him 
in ready cash which he had retained for paying as dowry to his sister on 
18-1-1976 and that the money was available as the proposal did not 
through as was anticipated . It is not 

normal in the ordinary course of 
human conduct for a person like WW4 to have readily agreed to give the 
loan to an utter stranger without insisting on any sort of security. The only 
probable inference that could be made from the available circumstances is 
that WW4 is also not worthy of credit . 

9. Ext. Wi, the order terminating the services of WW1 on the first occasion, 
is seen to have been issued from Madras on 21-1-1976 . 
that the work of wwi was being assessed by MW1. The termination must have 
been the report of MW1. If we go by the case of the workman then 
MW1 must have sent an adverse report after the evening of 20-1-1976. It 
could have been sent only on 21-1-1976 in that event. If it was so it would 
not have been possible in the ordinary course for the Madras Office to issue 
Ext. Wi on 21-1-1976 . So in all probability the confidential report must 
have been sent earlier. This is yet another circumstance to think that the 
story of the demand for bribe and an adverse report on failure to fulfil that 
demand cannot be accepted . 

10. WW1 was reinstated as per Ext. M5 settlement as a probationer for 
a period of three months and the employee was told in Ext. W6 order that 
his services are liable to be terminated on expiry of the term in case his 
performance is not satisfactory. He was reappointed under MW1. If as a 
matter of fact the employee was then aware that Mw1, the Service Engineer, 
had a reason for a grudge against him then he would naturally have insisted 
at the conciliation stage that he should be experimented not under Mwi, but 
under some other Officer of the Management Company. This also shows 
that the allegation regarding the bribe is not genuine. 

11. The only inference that could be drawn from the available evidence 
is that this story is coined without any bonafides for advancing a defence when 
actually none is available. So I discard the theory of victimisation advanced 
by the workman . 

12. WW1 was experimented as a probationer on two occasions. He was 
entertained on the second occasion as a fresh employee. Ext. M10 Standing 
Orders applicable to this establishment contains provision for the termination 
of services of probationers in case it is not satisfactory. The position was 
made clear in Ext. W6 order also. Exts. W7 to W16 memos issued to Ww1 
by Mwi and explanation submitted by him and warnings issued to him show 
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that WW1 was giving room for reasonable complaints regarding his perfor 
mance. Exdls. M3 series are the scripts and typewritun matter thereon 
written and executed by WW1 at a random test given by MWI. They also 
show that his performances were not satisfoctory . It is in these circumstances 
that Ext. M6 confidential report was issued by MWI. It was accepting that 
report that the lead Office of the Management terminated the services on the 
second occasion . The workman relies on Ext. W19 and W20 for a comparison 
of his performance and assessment of his work . Ext. W20 is a communication 
issued from the Management Company and the same is typewritten . There 
are some mistakes in that lettert. Ext. W19 is some original notes prepared 
by MW1. There are some mistakes therein also . (The Management h : s a 
case that Ext. W19 is an official record the very possession of which by the 
employee shows that he was responsible for removing official records. Ext. W19 
was produced by the workman himself . But there is no charge for such 
removal). The fact that the employee who prepared Ext. W20 is incompetent 
or incapable does not mean that the Company should continue to employ 
fresh candidates of the same standard . It is also not known as to whether 
Ext. W20 was prepared by a probationer like wwi. So the argument that 
a normal standard of efficiency need not be insisted in the matter of appoint 
ment in this mpa cannot be accepted . It is evident from the 
documents that the Company had assessed the work of WW1 properly and 
came to a reasonable conclusion that his probation cannot treated as 
satisfactorily completed. So his probation was terminated on valid grounds. 
I find that the termination of the service of Shri Roy is proper. 

the 
13. In the result an award is passed confirming the termination of 
services of Shri P. S. Roy. 
(Camp) Trichur, 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
11-11-1980 . 

Presiding Officer. 
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APPENDIX 
Witnesses examined on the Workman s side: 

ww1 Shri Roy, P. S. 
WW2 

Ramesh Babu 
WW3 

K. S. Chellaprin 
WW4 

A. A. Krishnankutty 
Witness examined on the Management s side: 

MW1 Shri A. D. Sadasivan 
Exhibit marked on the Workman s side: 
Ext. W1 Termination letter from the Management dated 22-1-1976 . 
W2 Copy of a letter from Shri P. S. Roy to the Chairman , 

Implementation Committee dated 9-2-1976 . 
W3 A notice from the District Labour Officer dated 16-2-1976 . 
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Ext. W4 

A letter 

from the Management to Shri P. S. Roy, dated 
12-3-1976 , 
W5 Memorandum of settlement dated 16-3-1976 . 
W6 

Appointmeat order issued to Shri P. S. Roy, dated 18-3-1976. 
W7 A leller dated 5-4-1976 from the Management to Shri 

P. S. Roy . 
Copy of the explanation submitted by Shri P. S. Roy, dated 

7-4-1976 . 
W8 A letter from the Management to Shri P. S. Roy, dated 

9-4-1976 . 
W8(a ) Copy of the explanation submitted by Shri P. S. Roy, dated 

12-4-1976 . 
W9 A letter from the Management to Shri P. S. Roy , dated 

12-4-1976 . 
W10 A letter from the Management to Shri Roy, dated 19-4-1976 . 
W10 (a) Copy of an office note dated 17-4-1976 . 
W10 (b ) Copy of the explanation submitted by Shri Roy dated 24-4-1976 . 
W10 (c) A medical certificate issued to Shri P. S. Roy by Dr. Benny 

Paul, dated 15-4-1976 . 
W11 A letter from the Management to Shri Roy, dated 17-4-1976 . 
W12 A letter from the Management to Shri Roy, dated 19-4-1976 . 
W13 A letter from the Management to Shri Roy, dated 22-4-1976 . 
W13 (a ) Copy of the reply submitted by Shri Roy to the Management, 

dated 26-4-1976 . 
W14 A letter from the Management to Shri P. S. Roy, dated 

30-4-1976 . 
W15 A letter from the Management to Shri P. S. Roy , dated 

10-5-1976 . 
W16 A letter from the Management to Shri P. S. Roy, dated 

21-5-1976 . 
W17 A letter from the Management to Shri P. S. Roy, dated 8-6-1976 . 

Copy of a petition addressed to the Deputy Labour Commis 

sioner by Shri P. S. Roy , dated 22-6-1976 . 
W19 Certain scripts of Shri A. D. Sadasivan . 

W20 Two letters and one address typed cover . 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side : 
Ext. M1 Appointment order issued to Shri P. S. Roy, dated 18-3-1978 . 

M2 A cash voucher dated 5-2-1976 for Rs 453.65 . 
M3 A letter dated 5-1-1976 addressed to Shri Kulkerty by the 

Management. 
M3(a ) A letter dated 5-1-1976 addressed to Shri Radak by the 

Managemeit. 
A letter dated 5-1-1976 addressed to Shri Radak by the 
Management (Ref: ADS/R / SER /857/75 ). 

to 
M3(c ) Aletler No. ADS / R / Ser /856 /75 dated 5-1-1976 addressed 

Shri Kulkurdy. 
M4 An undertaking dlated 6-8-1975 signed by Shri Roy . 
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Ext. M5 

мв 


M7 


A memorandum of settlement dated 16-3-1976 . 
A confidential letter dated 1-6-1976 from Shri A. D. Sadasivan 

to Shri R. C. Vincent, 
Copy of a letter dated 8-6-1976 addressed to Shri Roy by 

the Management. 
A cash voucher dated 16-6-1976 for R $ 133.28 . 
Copy of a letter dated 8-6-1976 addressed to the 

District 
Labour Officer by the Management 

Staff Regulations of M /s. Spencer & Company Limited , 


M8 
M9 
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NOTIFICATION 


GO. (Rt.) No. 1575/80 /LBR Dated, Trivandram , 11th November 1980. 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the 
dispute between the Managing Partner, Central Pictures, Anand Theatre 
Buildings, P. B. No. 51, Kottayam - l and their workmen represented by the 
General Secretary , Kottayam District Cinema & Film Employecs Union , 
AITU C , Palace Road, Kottayam received by Government on 7-11-1980 
is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
(Central Act XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 3rd day of November, 1980 

Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B.SC., B.L., 
Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 166 OF 1979 
(OLD No. 1. D. 55 OF 1977) 

Between 
The Managing Partner, Central Pictures, Anand Theatre Buildings, 

P. B. No. 51, Kottayam -1 

And 
The workmen of the above establishment represented by the General 
Secretary, Kottayam District Cinema & Film Employees Union , 

AITUC , Palace Road, Kottayam . 
Representations : 
Shri P. Narayanan Nair, 

For Management. 
Advocate, Alleppey . 
Shri Zacharia Koshy, 

For Uuior . 
Advocate, Kottayam . 
GA. 811 / B 
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AWARD 


The issues referred for adjudication by Government as per 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 681/77/LBR dated 13-6-1977 are the following : 
“ (i) Denial of employment to three workers , Kuruvila George, 

Itty Kuruvila and P. A. Joseph. 
(ii ) Wages payable to the workers. 
( iii ) Leave facilities. 
(iv ) Batta . 

( v) Bonus for the years 1973, 1974 , 1975 & 1976. " 
2. The reference in the first place was to the Labour Court, Quilon 
where it was registered as I. D. 55 of 1977. Pleadings were also advanced 
before that Court. At that stage this Courtwas constituted afresh including 
Kottayam where the establishment is situated , also within its territorial 
jur sdiction . Thus a transfer became necessary and the Government 
accordingly transferred the case to this Court. It was re-filed in the present 
number and proceeded.. 

3. The Management concerned is engaged in the busin ss of film 
distribution . The three workers, accordin : to the Union , were permanent 
Fim Representatives employed by the Management. While so they raised 
demands for payment of minimum wages applicable to employees of shpg 
and commerc al establishments. Tuis was not to the liking of the Manage 
ment ard therefore they denial employment to Sarvasree P. A. Josaph , 
Itty Kuruvila and Kuruvila George with effect from 24-3-1975, 7-10-1975 
and 7-1-1977 respectively . The denial of employment to Shri Kuruvila 
George happened when an industrial dispuie relating to the denialof 
en ployment to the two others were pending at the stage of concil ation . 
For that reason the denial of employment to Shri Kuruvila George had 
offended the provisions of Section 33 (2 ) (b ) the Indistrial Disputes Act. 
All the three employees are entitled to reinstatement with arrears in wages 
as per the Minimum Wages Act. They are also entitled to bonus for the 
interval 1973 to 1976. In addition they must also be given their leave 
benefits. 

4. The Management while admitting the length of service claimed by 
the three workmen contends that they were only temporary workers . 
According to the Management film distribution is a business involving great 
fluctv_uon in the volume of work depending on various factors. Normally 
during rainy season the business is very dull and the number of 
representatives required on such occasions is ver few . So also certain 
pictures may prove to be box office hits providing scope for employment for 
a number of days when a large number of films fail to appeal to spectatori 
thereby providing opp » rtunity for distribution to limited number of days. 
That being the position the number of Film Representatives required for 
employment various considerably from time to time. So a minimum 
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number of Film Representatives alone are enrolled on the permanent cadre 
and others employed on temporary basis in accordance with the requirement 
of the situation. The three employees with whom we are concerred were 
such temporary workers . They were being provided work as an when 
there was provision for the same. There was no denial of work to them as 
is alleged. Being temporary workers thcy have no permanent lica to which 
they can claim icinstatement. They were paid on a daily basis on the diys 
on which they had worked . Such cayments cxceeded the minimum rates 
fixed under the Minirnum Wages Act. So nothing more is payable to them . 
There is no basis for their claim for bonus and Icave facilitics. They are 
therefore not entitled to any reliefs. 

5. The Union has filed a rejoinder reaffirming that they are permanent 
workers entitled to all the benefits mentioned in the claim statement. 

6. The evidence in the case consists of the testimony of WWI to WW3, 
MWs. 1 and 2 , Ex s . Wi to W71 and MIto M8. WW3 is the scretary 
of the Union representing the workmen . WW : 1 and 2 respectively are the 
workmen M /s . P.A.Jo eph and Kuruvila George . The other workman 
was no examined . MW2 is the Managing Partner of the establish 
ment involved and MW1 clai ns that he is one of the permanent Film 
Representatives of the Management. 

7. The main issue regarding denial of emp oyment can conveniently be 
considered first. It is the admitted case that the three workmen Ms. 
P. A. Joseph, Kuruvila George and Itty Kuruvila started functioning as 
Fim Representatives under this Management with effect from 22-12-1972, 
28-2-1970 and 19-11-1971 respectively and that they were not working with 
effect from 24-3-1975 , 7-1--977 and 7-.0-1975 respectively . As alrea-ly 
mentioned Shri Itty Kuru ila was not examined nor is any evidence 
adduced in relation to the details of his employment. Exts . W1 to W24 
are communication addressed to WW1 by the Management on various dates 
in the interval 1972 to 1975. Exts .W25 to W12 are cash remitrance 
receipts issued to the sameworkmen . Ext. W44 is the book containing 
dup icates of collection reports sent to the Management by WWI during the 
period 5-1-1974 to 15-1-1974 . Ext. W55 series are letters received by 
Shri Kuruvila George (WW2) from the Management on various dates in 
the interval 2-3-1970 to 29-2-1976 . Ext .W56 series are copics of 
collection reports submitted by the same workman to the Managem nt on 
various dates. Exts. W57, 58 and 59 arc copies of picture ending reports, 
remittance advices and expenses bills submited by the same worker before 
the Management. It is stated by these two witnesses that they were given 
authorisations in indi.idual cases to represent this Minagement at the 
theatres as representatives and that those authorisations have been pro luced 
in a parallel proceedings under the Payment of Wages Act between the 
same parties. There is no dispute regarding the fact that these workmen 
Were authorised representatives of the Management at the theatres where 
the films are exhibited . 


8. The documents produced on the side of the workmen would indicate. 
that they represented the Management at the various theatres from the date 
of the origin of their service with the Management till the respective dates 
on which they are alleged to have been de icde work. It is also the 
admitted case that cach of them must have worked for more than 240 days 
in one or the other of the calendar year duriug the interval when they were 
w rking for the Management . On the basis of these documents and the 
admitted fact the learned counsel for the Union arguns for the position that 
they are workmen as defined in the Industrial Disputes Act and they are to 
be treated as permanent workers. Much r liance is plac d ly the learned 
counsel on the fact that these workers had more than 240 working days to 
their credit in one or the < ther of the yuars in support of this claim . But 
S. ction 25 - B of the Indutrial Disputes Act whrrein continuousservice can 
be counted when there are more than 240 working days in an year app ies 
only for the purpose of Chapter V -A under which that particular section 
appears. This is not a case where the Management has a contention that 
the three employees are not workmen . It is the admitted case that they are 
wurkmen . The only conteutio:2 is that they are not absorbed on a 
pelmar ent basis and their services were utilised only on a purely 
ter porary basis . The available evidence has to be scrutinised to out 
as to what exactly was the nature of the employment. 

9. MW2, theManaging Partner, has given evidence that he has 20 perma 
nent Film Representatives and about 60 temporary Film Representatives. 
He states that the three workmen with whom we are concerned come under 
the latter category . MW1 has also given evidence to the same cffect. WWI 
when questioned on the existence of two categories of emplovees in this 
Management stated that he is not aware of the real position . He further 
stated that hº has no app intment order. According to him h : has only 
author sations to represent at the various theatres. He had admitted that 
he was working as an ei ployee of Eacy Constructions, Kanjirappally from 
December 1973 to April 1974. It is admitted by hin also that the number 
of camps depends on the availability of films. When asked why he is saying 
that he was denied employment he answered as follows: 

" ഞാൻ ജോലിക്കുചെന്നപ്പോൾ ഇപ്പോൾ പടമില്ല , രണ്ടാഴ്ചകഴിഞ്ഞ് വരാൻ 

പറഞ്ഞു . ഞാൻ മുണ്ടക്കയത്താണ് താമസം. വണ്ടിക്കുപ്പി ചിലവാക്കി. 
വീണ്ടുംവന്നപ്പോൾ പറഞ്ഞു ഇപ്പോൾ പടമില്ല കുറച്ചുകഴിഞ്ഞു ചെല്ലാൻ 
വീണ്ടും നേരിട്ടും എഴുത്തുമൂലവും ആവശ്യപ്പെട്ടിട്ടും ജോലിതന്നില്ല. 

om 3183j. czoen microwad ngmº ammu mie ” . 
We have to remember that this alleged denial was on 2 1-3-1975. Even his 
answers indicate that he did not feel anything strange when he was asked to 
come after two weeks. He realised that there was an attempt to deny em 
ployment only later. Tha : indicates that the practice was to give employment 
only when there was actual work . Thas it is so is an admitted fact also. 
Ext. 145 is a copy of a letter dated 23 4-1975 sent by WWIto the Manage 
ment. What ismentioned therein is that he was expecting a call to attend 
to the work as was orally told to him . Ext. W46 a similar letter dated 
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21-7-1975 states that he was not given any camps for four months and that 
he may be given a camp in the particular week . In the next letter Ext. 
W47 dated 18-10-1975 he has informed the Management that he was not 
provided camp for about seven months. In none of these Ictters did he com 
plain that he wasentitled to have regular wo k . The only natural inference 
that could be drawn is that it was nt the practice to provide him work con 
tinuously as a matter of right. The first comp aint regarding the alleg d 
denial was raised in lixt . W48 addresssed to the Labour Officer. There 
again it was mentioned that he will no : get any remuneration when there is 
no camp and that he is entitled to have camps. Of course there it was stated 
that his services were terminated without payment of benefits. 

10. Shri Kuruvila George as. WW2 had categorically stated that he 
was being paid at the rate of Rs. 9 per day by the exhibitor and Rs. If as 
screening batia by the distributor . He stated lurther as !ollows : 

" Osjonjº como B10M . Smo 3101.631303 n °470nys.com 

momº cmomj. wmlwmje manysogo omawiaj?sme . Amigo 

mu° 40106745.romowo ( 2 ) emuno n ° 101002 /sicorn 1784 (A ). 
The above testimony of WW1and WW2 and the document mentionet 
clearly indicate that these workers were employed purely on a temporary 
basis as and when there was work and that they were paid only for the days 
on which they were engaged . That too was on daily basis . Thcy were also 
convinced that they were not entitled to work on a permanent basis consi 
nuously . These circumstances are sulficient to uphold the testimony of 
MWs 1 and 2 that these employees were not enga zed on a perman :nt basis. 

11. The Management has produced Ext. M2 series Attendance Re 
gister to show that they have iwo categorics, viz ., permanent and temp rary 
Fin Distributors. But those registeīs are for the period subsequent to the 
origin of this dispute. So no reliance can be placed on them . There is no 
satisfactory explanation for the non -production of attendance registers for the 
prior period . That is a circumstance that goes against the Managerr.ent. 

12. The Management has produced Exts. M5, M3 and M7, three 
registers, in which the details of exhibition of their pictures including the 
duration and collection are entered . They are for the period May 1971 
to October 1976. Exts. M3 and M4 are said to be extracts given in a 
Consolidated form of the details of such explanation for the past ten years. 
These documents are relied on by the Management to show that there are 
substantial variations in the scope for employment of representatives. The 
Union had produced Exts . W6t to 68 advertisements in Malayalam Dailies 
to challenge the correctness of Exts. M3 to M7. Some of the pictures seen 
advertised as distributed by this Management in the advertisements are not 
shown in Exts. M3 to M7. The workmen have a case that the same 
Management is functioning under a different trade name " Geeva Films 
and that when the volume of work of Gceva Film is also taken into account 
it will be seen that there is sufficient opportunity to provide continuous work 
to these worxmen . It is admitted by MW2 that Geeva Films is another 


partnership of which his wife and other near relations are partners . It is 
the further admitted case that Geeva Films and Central Pictures are hvused 
in the same premises. Exts . M3 to M7 are relied on by the Management 
not to show that their business is dwindl ng. The only attempt is to show 
that there is great fluctuation.. MW2 has an explanation that the adverti 
senents as shown in Exts . W64 to 68 are issued when the negotiations 
regarding the distribution rights of the pictures are completed and that 
actually the distribution might have been done by Geeva Filmsand that 
is how the omissions are appearing in Exts. M3 to M7. Ext. M8 advertise 
ment is relied on to show that such in tances do occur. But we are not 
concerned with the actual volume of work as this is not a proceedings 
where the claim is for making temporary.workers permanent. The volume 
of work is relied on by the Management only to show that there is vast 
fluctuation in the volume. These documents clearly establish that the 
number of camps available varies considerably from time to time. 

13. The nature of the work as could be seen from the available evidence 
involves substantial fluctuation in the number of camps. That is an added 
circ .mstance , think that the Management is not in a position to provide 
work uniformly to a specified number of workmen . The other evidence 
discussed earlier taken along with this circumstance is sufficient to come to 
the conclusion that these three workers were not permanent but employed 
only for particular work in connection with the individual pictures at certain 
camps and that they were employed as and when such similar occasions 
arose. So they were not permanent workers. 

14. The learned counsel for the Union very heavily relies on Ext. W43 
judgment of the Kerala High Court in O. P. 1695 of 1977 wherein 
Ext. W50 order of the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner directing 
this Management to enroll these three workers in the Provident Fund 
Scheme has been confirmed o argue for the position that they are 
permanent workers. But the only matter relevant for enrolment under the 
Provident Fund Scheme is a particular tumber oi days on which the worker 
had been engaged in a continuous period of six months. That does not 
mean that the worker automatically becumes a permanent employee. So 
Ext. 143 cannot come to the rescue of the workers. This is not a case 
where there was any dismissal, discharge or termination of the services of 
the workmen. It is also not the claim of the workmen that th : y are to be 
made permanent. They who are temporary clain reinstatement to 
positions when as a matter of fact they have no permanent lien . That 
reinstatement in such cases cannot be granted even though the employee 
comes within the definition of the term workman " in the Industrial 
Disputes Act has been held by the Madras High Court in Crompton 
Engineering Comparty v. The Presiding Officer (1974 I LLJ 459 ). The 
dictum laid down in that case applies with cqual force to the facts of the 
present case . So the workers are not entitled to reinstatement claimed . 

15. The Union has case that these workmen were victimised by the 
Management on account of the fact that they had raised claims for 
minimum wages and other benefits before the Labour Officer. WW3, the 
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Union Secretary , had admitted that demands for payment of benefits in 
relation to the workmen were raised for the first time as per the original of 
Ext. W51 dated 19-4-1976 . But we have also Exts W48 complaint filed by 
WW1before the labourOfficer on 3-10-1975. Both are long after the alleged 
denial of employment to Sarvasice P. A. Joseph and Itty Kuruvila. So it 
cannot be said that the Management had any special reason to victimise 
these workmen earlier to Exts. W51 and 48. It can be said that the 
Management had its own reason not to employ ShriKuruvila George . 
MW2 himself had stated that Shri Kuruvila George was not given further 
camps because he had filed a Paymert of Wages Application before the 
Labour Court, Quilon. In that case which was pending before this Court, 
the workmen were claiming minimum wages for the entire period of service 
as thous h they had not been paid anything for their services . What is stated 
by MW2 is that there was no camp to be provided to Shri It y Kuruvila 
on the date on which he is alleged to have been denied work and that 
thereafter he could not be employed because he was raising untenable 
claims. Naturally the Management had its own reasons to wait and see as 
to vhat the result of the case will be. But this circumstance cannot gain 
any additional strength to the claim of the workmen for reinstatement. 

16. Yet another contention of the Union is that the provisions of 
Sec. 33 (2) (b ) of the Industrial Disputes Act were offended in the matter 
of denial of employment to Shri Kuruvila George. But there was no 
dismissal or discharge or any other punishmeit. There was no question 
of alteration of any of the service conditions as there was no permanent 
employment and the work was being provided only occasionally. So this 
criticism of the Union has also no force. 

17. From what has been stated above it follows that the workmen are 
not entitled to the reinstatement claimed. 

18. The next issue referred is “ wages payable to the workers " : The 
claim is that they are entitled to the minimum wages. It is the admitted 
case that the workmen were paid . on a daily basis. The paymentwas at 
the rate of Rs. 9 in addition to the batta of Re. 1 per day. The batta was 
later enhanced to Rs. 14. The nine rupees was to be paid by the theatre 
owner from out of the total collections. The Union has a case that noth 
ing was being paid by the Management apart from the screening batta 
and therefore they must b . paid theminimum wages. It is the ad aitted 
case that the total collection is being appropiiated by the exhibitor and 
di-tributor in a certain proportion . So the payment made from out of the 
total collection by the distributor represents the money of the distributor 
as well as the exhibitor . It is immaterial as to what is the source of the 
money as the workmen were already paid as wages for the work . Those 
payments made on a daily basis on calculation with reference to the 
minimum rates no ified on a monthly basis exceed the minimum insisted . 
So there is no basis for the complaint that the workmen were not paid 
wages . 
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19. . No attempt was made by the Union to establish that the workmen 
were denied their legitimate leave facilities. As a matter of fact there was 
RO Scope for any leave as there was no continuous employment. So this 
issue is also answered against the Union . 

20. Batta. — The Union did not attempt to establish thatanything by 
way of batta is payable in addition to what had been already paid. So the 
workers are not entitled to the relief under this head . 

21. Bonus. — The Union has claimed bonus at the rate of 20 % of the 
earnings for the entire period of the services of these workmen. The 
Management did not contend in the written statement that they were paid 
bonus. There is only the general statement that the workmen are not 
entitled to any of the re iels . 

That probably takes in the question of 
bonus alsс. So the fact remains that there is no allegation or proof that 
bonus had been paid to the wo: kmen . Under Sec. 8 of the Payment of 
Bonus Act 1965 every employee who had worked in the establishment for 
not less than thirty working days in an year is entitled to bonus. Thero 
is no contenti in for the Management that the Bonus Act is not applicable 
to it and that it is not liable to pay the maximum of 20 % provided under 
Sec. 10 of the same Act. So the claim for bonusof these employees at the 
rate of 20 % during the period they had served the em loyer is maintain 
alle. I have no data to work out the exact amount. So I am not in 
a position to give the figures. All that I can d , is to award the workmen 
the right to realise 20 % bonus during the period they were in service. 
I do 2o . 

22. In the result an award is passed finding that the workmen are not 
entitled to the reinstatement claimed . They are entitled to the bonus 
awarded above. The other reliefs claimed are also denied . 

23. This award shall come in to force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its publication in the Government Gazette. 


Ernakulam , 
3-11-1980 . 


N. SUKUMARAN , 
Presiding Officer. 


Appendix 


Witnesses examined on the side of the Union : 

WWI Sri. P. A. Joseph 
WW2 Sri. Kuruvila George 
WW3 Sri. K. V. Kocharia 


itnesses examined on the side of the Management : 
MWI K. P. Choy 
MW2 George Mathew 
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Exhibits marked on the Union s side : 
Ext. W1 A circular dated Nil issued to the representatives. 
W2 A letter dated 28-12-1972 issued to M /s Popular Talkies 

Nedumkunnam by the Management. 
W3 A letter dated 2-1-1973 issued to Sri P. A. Joseph by the 

Management. 
W4 A letter dat- d 4-1-1973 issued to M /s Popular Talkies by the 

Management. 
» W5 A letter dated 8-1-1973 issued to Sri P. A. Joseph by the 

Management. 
W6 A letter dated 8-1-1973 issued to M /s Popular Talkies. 
W7 A letter dated 27-2-1973 issued to M s Town Theatres 

Perumbavoor by the Management. 
W8 A letter dated 10-3-1973 issued to Mr. P. A. Joseph by the 

Management. 
W9 A letter da ed 20-3-1973 issued to Mr. P. A. Joseph by the 

Management. 
W10 A lecter dated 21-3-1973 issued to Mr. P. A. Joseph by the 

Management . 
WI1 A letter dated 29-3-1973 

do . 
W12 A letter dated 3-4-1973 

do . 
W13 A letter dated 24-7-1973 
W14 A letter dated 21-8-1973 

do . 
W15 A letter dated 10-1-1974 
W16 A letter dated 10-8-1974 

do . 
W17 A letter dated 26-8-1974 

do . 
W18 A letter dated 14-9-1974 

do . 
W19 A letter dated 28-9-1974 issued by the Management. 
W20 A letter dated 1-10-1974 issued to Sri P. A. Joseph by the 

Management. 
W21 A letter dated 30-10-1974 

do . 
W22 A letter dated 4-11-1974 

do . 
W23 A letter dated 6-11-1974 

do . 
W 24 A letter dated 4-3-1975 

do . 
W25 Remittance receipt No. 24019 dated 24-4-1973. 
W26 

do . No. 24039 dated 31-7-1973 . 
W27 

do . No. 24040 dated 7-8-1973 . 
>> 
W28 

do . No. 24041 dated Nil 
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Ext. W29 Remittance receipt No. 24042 dated 1-10-1973 
W30 

do . No. 24046 dated 9-11-1973 
W31 

do . No. 24053 dated 17-1-1974 
W32 

do . No. 24059 dated 21-1-1974 
W33 

do . No. 24060 dated 20-2-1974 
W34 

do . No. 24061 dated 15-3-1974 
W35 

do . No. 24063 dated 13-5-1974 
W36 

do . No. 24066 dated 24-5-1974 
W37 

do . No. 24068 dated 3-6-1974 
W38 

do . No. 24069 dated 14-6-1974 
W39 

do . No. 24080 dated 17-8-1974 
W40 

do . No. 24086 dated 14-9-1974 
W41 

do . No. 24088 dated 27-9-1974 
W42 

do . No. 24092 dated 8-11-1974 
W43 Certified copy of the judgement in O. P. No. 1695 /1977- B of 

the High Court of Kerala dated 12-2-1979 
W44 Duplicate of daily collection reports 

from 5-1-1974 to 
15.1-1974 submitted by Sri P. A. Joseph . 
W45 Copy of a letter dated 23-4-1975 from Sri P. A Joseph to the 

Management. 
» W45 ( a) Certificate of posting dated 23-4-1975 . 
W46 Copy of a letter dated 21-7-1975 from Sri P. A. Joseph to 

Sri George Mathew . 
» W46 (a ) Certificate of posting dated 21-7-1975. 
47 Copy of a letter dated 18-10-1975 from Sri P. A. Joseph to 

Sri George Mathew . 
» 47 (a ) Certificate of posting dated 18-10-1975 . 
W48 Copy of a letter dated 31-10-1975 from Sri P. A. Joseph to 

the District Labour Officer, Kottayam . 
W49 A letter dated 25-6-1976 from the Regional Provident Fund 

Commisioner 
W50 Copy of order of the Regional Provident Fund Commissioner 

i:sued to Sri George Mathew . 
W51 Copy of a letter dated 19-4-1976 from the Cinema and film 
Em loyces Union to the District Labour 

Officer, 
Kottayam . 
W52 Copy of a letter from the union dated 3-5-1976 to the 

Management. 
W52(a ; Certificate of posting dated 4-5-1976 . 
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Ext. W53 Copy of a letter dated 29-5-1976 from the union to the 

Management . 
>> W53(a ) Postal receipt dated 29-5-1976 . 
» W53 (b ) Postal acknowledgment signed by the Management . 
W54 Copy of a letter dated 13-4-1977 from the union to the 

District Labour Officer . 
W55 (series 147 sheets) Letters from 2-3-1970 to 29-12-1976 . 
W56 Daily collection report ( carbon copy) book starting from 

19-10-1973. 
W56 (a ) DCR (carbon copy ) submitted by Kuruvila George 

starting from 12-4-1974 . 
W56 (b ) 

do. 

do . 

6-9-1974 . 
W56 (c ) 

do. 

do . 

2-11-1974 . 
W56 ( d ) 

do . 

do . 

23-12-1974 . 
W56e) 

do . 

do . 

4-4-1975 . 
W56 (1) 

do . 

do . 

1-2-1976 . 
W56 (8 ) 

do . 

do . 

9-5-1976 . 
W56 (h ) 

do . 

do . 

7-7-1976 . 
W56 (1) 

do . 

do . 

7-3-1970 . 
W56 ( j) 

do . 

do . 

7-10-1970 
W56 (k ) 

do . 

do . 

16-12-1970 
W56 (1) 

do. 

do . 

4-2-1972 
W56 (m ) 

do . 

do . 

4-8-1972 
W56 (n ) 

do . 

do . 

25-10-1972 
W56 (0 ) do. 

9-1-1973 . 
(p ) do . 

5-5-1973. 
W56 (9 ) 

do . 

do . 

21-8-1970 
W57 (series 4 books) Picture ending statemeit carbon copy) 

submitted by Kuruvila George.. 
W58 series (4 books) Carbon copy ofRemittance advice of Sri 

Kuruvila George. 
W59 (2 books) Bill of expenses incurred (carbon copy) by Sri 

Kuruvila George . 
W60 Series (66 sheets) Cash remittance acknow ledgement 

receipt of Sri Kuruvila George . 
W61 Copy of a letter dated 12-4-1976 from the Union to the 

Management. 
W62 A letter dated 4-4-1975 addressed to A.M.K. Theatre 

by the Management. 
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Ext. W62 (a ) A letter dated 17-1-1978 addressed to Kavitha Theatre 

by theManagement 
W62 (b ) A litter dated 4-7-1978 addressed to Sangeetha 

Theatre by the Management. 
W63 A letter dated 12-5-1978 addressed to Pankajam , Munnar 

Theatre by Geeva Films. 
W64 A Song book of cinema styled " Thuruppugulan " . 
W64 (a) A cover specially printed by the Management on the 

occassion of the celebration of 75th day of the film 

" Theekanal” . 
W65 An advertisement in Kerala Kaumudi daily dated 
1-31-1979 

reg rding the film " Jeevitham Oru 
Ganam " . 
W65 la An advertisement in Kerala Kaumudhi daily dated 

9-11-1979 regarding the film Jeevitham Oru 

Ganam " . 
W65 (b ) An advertisement in Janayugam daily dated 

16-11-1979 regarding the film " Jeevitham Oru 

Ganam " . 
W66 An advertisement in Mathrubhumi daily dated 1-9-1979 

regarding the films of Central Pictures. 
W66 (a) An advertisement in Kerala Kaumudhi dated 1-9-1979 

regarding the films of Central Pictures. 
W67 An advertisement in Mathrubhumi daily dated 5-5-1979 

regarding the film of Central Pictures . 
W68 An advertisement in Malayala Manorama daily dated 

22-1-1980 regarding the film of Central Pictures. 
W69 A letter dated 3-8-1978 addreseed to K.M.V. Theatre 

by Jeeva film . 
W69 (a ) Debit bili dated 1-8-1978 issued by Jeeva Films. 
W69 (b ) Debit bill dated 26-5-1978 issued by Jeeva Films. 

W70 A postal card dated 12-6-1973 addressed to Mr. Kuruvila 
> 

George by the Management. 
W.1 An advertisement in Malayala Manorama dated 25-2-1977 

regarding inauguration of Theatres Abhilash and Asha 

(Mini) at Kottayam . 
W71 (a ) An advertisement in Mathrubhun i dated 25-2-1977 

regarding the inauguration of theatres Abhilash and 
Asha at Kottayam . 
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Exhibits marked on the Management s side : 
Ext. "Mi Resigration letter dated 8-7-1972 given by Sri Kuruvila 

George. 
M1 (a ) 

do . 

dated 4-6-1973 do . 
MI (b ) 

do . 

dated 19-6-1974 do. 
M2 Attendance Register for 1979. 
M2 (a ) Register for temporary representatives for January and 

February 1977. 
M2 (b ) Register for temporary Representatives for March and 

April 1977 . 
M2 (c) Register for temporary Representatives for May and 

August 1977, 
M2 (d ) Regis er for temporary Representatives for September 

to December 1977. 
M3 Statement sh wing the number of camps for the pictures 

distributed for the last ten years. 
M4 Statement showing the averagemonthwise camp. 
M5 Realisation Register of Central Pictures from May 1971 . 
M6 do . 

do . 

from July 1973. 
M7 do. 

do . from February 1975 . 
M8 Advertisement of the cinema published in Malayala 

Manorama Daily dated 13-9-1979 . 
M8 (a ) do . 

do . 

dated 6-7-1979. 
M8 (b ) do . 

do . 

dated 6-8-1979. 
M8 ( c ) do . do . 

dated 17-6-1979 . 
M8 ( d ) do . do . 

dated 15-11-1979 . 
M8 ( e) do . do . 

dated 8-11-1979. 
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PART 1 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Labour (A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (Rt.) No 1547/80/LBR . 

Duted Trivandrum , 3rd November 1980. 
The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
betweca the Regional Manager, The Motor and General Finance Ltd., 
Willingdon Island, Cochin -3 and Shri D. I. Kuttappan, Moorippara House, 
Arppookkara , Kottayam P. O. received by Govemment on 31-10-1980 is hereby 
published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act 
XIV of 1947). 


By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary . 


IN THE LABOUR COURT, ERNAKULAM 
Dated this the 28th day of October, 1980 

Present 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN, B.Sc, B.L. 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 215 OF 1979 
(Old No. I. D. 8 of 1978) 

Between 
• The Regional Manager, The Motor and General Finance Ltd., 

Willingdon Island, Cochin - 3 

And 
The workman of the above establishment Shri D. I. Kuttappan , 

Noorippara House, Arppookkara , Kottayam P. O. 
Representations: 

Shri B. S. Krishnan , 
Advocate , Ernakulam 

For Management. 
Shri P. F. Thomas, 
Advocate, Ernakulam 

For Workman . 
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AWARD 
Dismissal of Shi D. 1. Kuttappan is the issue referred for adjudication 
by Government as per G. O. (RI ) N2 82 /78 / L & ll latel 17-1-1978 . 
II. The dismissal Was after a domestic 

enquiry . The validity of the 
domestic enquiry was tried by me as a preliminary issue and disposed of as 
per my order dated 6-10-1980. The relevant facts have 

been discussed in 
that order which I shall here extract for ready reference : 

" ORDER 
Shri D. I. kuttappan was dismissed by his employer and the correctness 
of the dismissal is what is involved in this reference . 

2. Shri Kuttappan, a Tinker, was on leave uplo and inclusive of 7-10-1976. 
He returned to duty only on 20-10-1976 when he was placed under suspension 
raising the following charges against him . 
(i) You were absenting yourself from duty from 8th October 

1976 to 
18th October 1976 without any permission from the Management i 

and without submitting any proper application for leave. 
(ii) By your regular absence you proved to be disinterested in your 

work and disloyal to the Management. 
( iii) While absenting yourself without permission you have disobeyed 
the order of the Management STF /2516 dated 6-2-1975. 

Order 
No. 2481 dated 4-2-1975 and orders dated 25-7-1975 and 9-7-1975 
wherein you have been warned not to resort to such practice of 
absenting yourself from 

without permission from the 
Management. 
( iv ) On a similar charge dated 15-7-1976 for absenting yourself from 

work without permission, you have given unconditional 
apology and undertaking that you would not repeat such mis 
conduct in future . Even after giving such an undertaking you 

continued to be absent without any permission . 
He submitted an explanation wherein it was stated that he had applied for 
an extension of leave through registered post and that he was prevented on 
account of unavoidable reasons from attending to the duty . He also craved 
for mercy. But the Management did not accept the explanation and ordered 
a domestic enquiry . 

3. Shri kuttappan participated in the enquiry. The Enquiry Officer in 
his report found that Shri Kuttappan was guilty of the misconducts attributed 
to him . Accepting the finding the punishment was inflicted . 

4 . Shri Kuttappan in his claim statement attacks the domestic enquiry as 
one held in violation of all principles of natural justice. It is also contended 
that the Enquiry Officer was heavily biased in favour of the Management. 
Victimisation is also attributed to the Management. Yet another contention 
is that the findings are perverse. 

5. Shri Kuttappan had participated in the enquiry throughout with the 
assistance of a co -worker of his choice. Both of them have signed the 
enquiry proceedings and the depositions. Probably in view of these facts 
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the learned counsel appearing on behalf of Shri kuttappan conclc ! before 
me that the contentions against the enruiry 
jerverseness of the findings are not procul 11 was further it that 

except one telling to the 
the enquiry papers can be marked in evidence . Accordingly the file relating 
to the enquiry was marked Ext. M withoui cxainin they 
Officer. The other documents were also marked as Exts . Ma to Mid 

6. The only point arising for consideration at this starsas to whether 
the findings rendered by the Enquiry Officer are currert or prew . The main 
charge is absence without leave or permission from 8-10 1976 to 20-10-1976. The 
fact of absence is almitted in the explanation submitted by Shri kuttapp.in 
That explanation is Ext. 11b ). That was in answer to the charge. Ext. 
M 1 ( a ). It is comnion case that Shri kuttappan was on leave for three days 
That leave expired on 7-10-1976 and he should have reported for duty on 
8-10-1976 . Shri Kuttappan is a native of Kottayam and the establishment is 
at Cochin . On the admitted facts the burden is heavily on Sliri kuttappan 
to say that he was prevented by reasons beyond his control from reporting 
for duty on the expiry of the leave originally granted.llis case is that he 
had applied for extension through registered post . That there 

was an 
application for extension is admitted by the Service Manager examined as 
MW1 at the enquiry . That application was also proved at the inquiry and 
the same is Ext. M 1 (d ). That is dated 11-10-1976 . What is stated therein 
is that the leave granted upto the 11th may be extended till he returns 
to duty . The letter was not written or signed by Shri Kuttappan . 

That 
it is so is evident from the letter itself. That says that the latter is 
written by Ramany, kuttappan s daughter , on behalf of her father. The 
reason stated is ailment of Shri Kuttappan s daughter and other connetic 
affairs. MWI had admitted in his evidence that Ext. Mit was To 
considered for extension by the management. The argument advanced by 
the learned counsel appearing on behalf of Shri Kultappan is that the 
Management should have considered that application. But that application 
proceeded on the basis that he was already on leave upto 11th when as a 
matter of fact there was no leave granted or extended for the period from 
the 8th . So naturally the Management could not have actel on Ext. M 1d 
So the mere fact that Ext. M 1(d ) was sent by registered post and received 
hy the Management is no reason to say that Shri kuttappan was actually on 
leave. Ext. M 1 (d ) was rightly discarded by the Management. 
7. There is no certified Standing Orders applicable to this Management 

to the 
But it is sworn to by MW1 that the annual leave facilities available 
employees was only 12 days casual and 16 days privilege leave. 
Shri Kullappan has no case that he had any of these eligible leave to his 
credit. In such circumstances the burden was heavily on Shri Kuttappan 

reasons for his 
to show at least in the enquiry that there were justifiable 
absence without leave or permission. He did not attempt to do so at the 
enquiry . It was not even revealed as to what were the compelling reasons 
for his absence. There is only the general statement in the explanation 
that there were domestic problems requiring his personal attention. In 
these state of affairs the admitted absence without ave remains wil out 


any acceptable explanation. When that is so the allegation that he is guilty 
of the misconduct of absence without leave continuously from 8-10-1975 lo 
20-10-1975 stands admitted and proved . ( There is proof in the testimony of 
the witnesses MWs 1 and 2 at the enquiry ). So the finding of the Enquiry 
Officer that Shri Kuttappan is guilty of item No. 1 of the charge is correct 
and cannot be characterised by any stretch of imagination as perverse. That 
findings is confirmed . 

8. The Enquiry Officer is seen to have found Shri Kuttappan guilty of the 
remaining three items of charge as well. But the allegations contained in 
those three items of the charge cannot be treated as the basis for independent 
misconducts . It is true that Shri Kuttappan was not regular in his 
attendance on prior occasions. On one such occasion , viz., 15-7-1973 he had 
submitted Ext. M 1 (c) apology-cum -undertaking to be regular in his attend 
ance in future. But that does not mean that he can now be proceeded for 
such lapses at this stage. Evidently the Management had excused him on 
those occasions. The previous conduct may be relevant when considering 
the gravity of the present misconduct. But they cannot be treated , as 
independent misconducts for the present purpose. Hence the findings of 
the Enquiry Officer that Shri Kuttappan was guilty of independent mis 
conducts enumerated in Nos. 2 to 4 of the charge is really perverse and 
cannot be supported. I vacate those findings. 

9. In the result it is hereby ordered that the enquiry was fair and proper. 
It is further found that the finding on item No. 1 of the charge is correct . 
The findings on the other items of the charge are vacated ." 

III. The Management did not adduce any evidence on charge Nos. 2 to 4 
after the above finding. The workman examined himself as WW1 in his 
attempt to show that he does not deserve the extreme penalty . 

IV . It is stated by WW1 that his unmarried daughter absconded during 
the period when he is alleged to have bed absent without leave and therefore 
he had to be away in search of her and that is how he could not attend to 
duty. This is not the reason stated in the leave application which he sent 
through his daughter by post. Probably the workmen did not want to reveal 
the unhappy incident in an application submitted before the employer . But 
this explanation could have been submitted in answer to the charge. The 
enquiry file shows that this was not the first occasion where Shri kuttappan 
absented himself from duty without leave or permission . The Management 
had initiated action against him for similar misconducts on various prior 
occasions. He was ware and entertained on his own written undertaking 
that he will regularly attend to duty. It was in violation of those under 
takings thal he absented himself again . In other words he was a habitual 
absentee and it is admitted that the days on which he was not attending to 
duty far exceeded the permissible limits. When viewed in this background 
the story that his presence elsewhene was inevitable cannot be accepted as 
a true version of an innocent man . So the misconduct cannot be viewed 
very lightly in the matter of punishment. 
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V. It is in evidence that the services of Tinkers like Shri Kuttappan are 
very much required in the establishment of the Management and that his 
absence on various occasions was causing great inconvenience to the business 
of the Management. To ask the Management to re-entertain such a person 
displacing the substitute employed will only create further inconvenience 
to the Management for no fault of them . In such circumstances the relief 
of reinstatement is out of question . 

VI. Shri Kuttappan is now 57 years in age. He has put in nearly five 
years of service with the Management. Taking into consideration these 
aspects it is only proper to give some retirement benefits to him . 

He was 
drawing a sum of Rs. 400 as salary at the time of dismissal. I direct the 
Management to pay him a sum of Rs 1,000 as retirement benefits . In the 
result an award is passed refusing the relief of reinstatement claimed but 
granting a compensation of Rupees one thousand to be paid by the Manage 
ment to the workman . 

VII. This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its publication in the Government Gazette. 
Ernakulam , 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
28-10-1980 . 

Presiding Officer . 
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APPENDIX 
Witness examined on the Workman s side: 

WW1 Shri D. I. Kuttappan 
Exhibits marked on the Management s side: 
Ext. M1 The Alle relating to the domestic enquiry conducted against 

Shri Kuttappan . 
M1(a ) Copy of charge memo dated 20-10-1976 issued to Shri 

Kuttappan (in Ext. Mi). 
M1(b ) Copy of the explanation dated 23-10-1976 submitted by Shri 

Kuttappan (in Ext. M1). 
M1(c) Copy of a statement submitted by Shri Kuttappan (in Ext. 

Mi). 
M1(d ) Copy of a leave application dated 11-10-1976 (in Ext. M1). 
M2 An application for leave submitted by Shri Kuttappan . 
M3 A letter from Shri Kuttappan to the Management. 
M4 A statement of Shri Kuttappan given to the Management. 
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Kerala Gazette No. 2 dated 13th January 1981. 
PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
GO. (Rt.) No. 1688 /80 /LBR . Dated, Trivandrum 9th December 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakulam in respect of the dispute 
between the Management of the Chairman , Lemon Grass Oil Marketing 
Co-operative Society Ltd., No. 3200 , "Karuppampady, Ernakulam District 
and their workmen represented by the General Secretary , General 
Workers Union , Puthencruz , Ernakulam District received by Government 
on 6-12-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes 
Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947 ). 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA . 

Deputy Secretary . 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 2nd day of December , 1980 

Present 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B.SC., B.L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 239 OF 1979 
(Old No. I. D. 60 of 1978 ) 

Between 
The Chairman , Lemon grass Oil Marketing Co-operative Society Ltd., 
No. 3200 , Kuruppampady, Ernakulam District. 

And 
The workman of the above establishment represented by the General 
Secretary, General Workers Union , Puthencruz, Ernakulam District. 
Representations : 

M /s. M. V. Joseph & A. V. Xavier, 
Advocates, nakulam 

For Management 
Shri K. Damodara Kurup, Advocate, 
M /s. Associated Law Chamber, 
Ernakulam 

For Union 
G. A. 849/ V . 


LO 
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AWARD 
Denial of employment to six workmen by the Lemon Grass Oil 
Marketing Co-operative Society Limited (hereinafter referred to as the 
Society ) is the issue referred for adjudication by Government as per 
G.O. (Rt.) No. 872/78 /L & H date : 25-5-1978 . The reference was to the 
Quilon Labour Court from where it was later transferred to this court when 
this Court was newly established . 

2. The Union in its claim statement complains that the workmen 
who had put in continuous service from 1970 were denied employment 
without assigning any reason with effect from 1-9-1973. Simultaneously the 
Management launched two prosecutions involving the workmen other than 
Shri Kuriakose. Those cases ended in acquittal of the accused . 
no case against Shri Kuriakose . The workmen were not provided work 
even after the honourable acquittal by the Magistrate s Court. The services 
of the workmen were not terminated . So they are to be reinstated with 


There was 


back wages. 


3. The Management in its written statement contends that these 
workers were not employed as regular and permanent employees. They 
were employed in connection with the distillation of lemon grass for 
extraction of oil . This is a scasonal work done during the interval from 
July to December every year. Even during that period there would not be 
continuous work and the maximum number of working days used to range 
from 60 to 70 . There was a theft of lemon grass oil for which workmen 
excluding ShriKuriakose were prosecuted . 

On 1-9-1973 one of the accused 
was apprehended while committing the theft for which another case was 
initiated . Thereafter these six workmen did not turn up for work. They 
thus abandoned the work necessitating employment of someother persons to 
attend to the distillation . It appears that these six workmen abandoned the 
work as they themselves were feeling guilty of the misconduct of theft. 
They also did not raise any demand for reinstatement till the disposal of the 
criminal cases. These persons have secured alternate employment and they 
did not approach the Society for work even after the disposal of the criminal 
cases. From 1975 onwards the Society had given the work on contract and 
there is no scope of employment and reinstatement. The workers in the 
circumstances are not entitled to any reliefs. 

4. The Union in its rejoinder contends that it had raised an industrial 
dispute on the denial of employment and it was decided in a conciliation 
on 7-8-1974 that the case of the six workmen was deferred for consideration 
in view of the pendency of the criminal cases. After the disposal of the 
criminal cases the Union repeated its demand for reinstatement. 

The 
reference was necessitated as the Management did not agree to reinstate the 
workmen . The workers were not employed on a seasonal basis. They 
were having continuous work . They did not commit any theft and no one 
was caught red -handed . The workers are entitled to the reliefs claimed in 
the claim statement. 
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5. This is a case where there was no termination of the services by 
any written order of the Management. It is common case that these 
workmen were not working with effect from 1-9-1973 . The question is as to 
whether there was a deliberate denial or a voluntary abandonment. The 
Managementhad not attempted to adduce evidence that the workmen were 
guilty of the misconduct of theft. So it is unnecessary to find whether these 
workmen were responsible for the alleged theft. It can be seen from 
Ext. W1 judgment in C.C. 1851/73 of the Il Class Magistrate, Perum 
bavoor that one of the workmen Shri Achuthan examined as WWI in the 
case was prosecuted on an allegation of theft of 17 planks belonging to the 
Society on 11-8-1973. Shri Achuthan was acquitted as per Ext. Wi 
on 26-11-1975 . Ext. W1 was confirmed in revision by the Sessions Court 
as per Ext. W3 judgment. It can be seen from Ext . Wl that the case was 
registered on 12-11-1973 on the first information lodged by the Society . 
The next case was registered on 1-9-1973 against the five workmen on the 
basis of the first information which was to the effect that they committed 
theft 6 kgs. of lemon grass oil worth Rs. 325 from the shed where it was 
stored sometimebetween 24th of August 1973 and the Ist of September 1973. 
It can be seen from Ext. W2 judgment that there was no complaint of a 
theft on any specified day. There was also no complaint that one of these 
workmen was caughtred -handed on 1-9-1973. On the other hand there 
was a further complaint in that case that the five workmen committed 

mischief on 1-9-1973 by abandoning their work half way resulting in the 
• loss of lemon grass oil. The workmen were not found guilty of the charges 

in Ext. W2 judgment by the learned Magistrate . There was no further 
attempt by the Society to challenge the correctness of that decision . 
Probably in the face of Exts. W1 to W3 the Management did notmake any 
carnest attempt before me to substantiate the allegation of theft against five 
of the six workmen . 

6. The main defence of the Society is that the workmen when one of 
them was caught red-handed abandoned the work necessitating in the emp 
loyment of some others in their place. As already mentioned the Society 
had no such case in Ext. W2 pr usecution . So there was no possibility or 
probability for the workmen to abandon their work as is contended by the 
Management. The contention of the Management that the workers were 
also conscious that they were guilty of theft and therefore did not raise any 
demand for reinstatement cannot be accepted in view of Ext.W4conciliation 
settlement dated 7-8-1974 from which it can be seen that the Union had 
raised the question of reinstatement even during the pendency of Exts. W1 
and W2 cases. In Ext. W4 it was agreed that the question of reinstatement 
of the six workmen will be deferred in view of the pendency of criminal 
cases. Ext. W5 is a copy of demand placed by the Union before the 
Society in 1976. That is soon after the disposal of the criminal cases 
wherein a demand of reinstatement with benefits of the six workmen was 
raised. So this is not a case where the workmen and the Union adopted an 
attitude from which a voluntary abandonment of the work can be inferred. 
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On the other hand they were all along vigilant in raising and repeating the 
demand for reinstatement at the appropriate times . 

The pendency of the 
criminal case was the only defence for the Management at the carly stage 
of the conciliation. The cases had ended in their acquittal and even now 
we don t have any material from which it can be said that the workmer 
were guilty of the misconduct of theft. There is also no acceptable evider.ce 
from which it can be said that the workmen abandoned the work 
voluntarily . As a matter of fact there is only the evidence of MW2, the 
Watchman , in support of the case that there was a voluntary abandonment . 
The uncorroborated evidence ofMW2 cannot in the circumstances of the 
case be accepted to hold that there was such an abandonment. On the 
other hand the circumstances are in favour of acceptingthe version ofWWI, 
the worker Shri Achuthan that there was no such abandonment and that 
they were purposely denied work eventhough they presented themselves 
expressing their willingness to attend to the work. So this is a case where 
work was denied without any justifiable reasons. 


7. The main contention of the Society is that the work is seasonal . 
MW1 the Secretary of the Society, MW2 the Watchman and MW3 who is 
alleged to have been the lessee of the lemon grass crop from 1-9-1977 have 
given evidence that the lemon grass will be available only for six months from 
July of every year and that that too can be harvested only once in 40 days 
and the area available was not sufficient enough to harvest the grass conti 
nuously on all days and thatthey used to be gaps of ten days after one rotation 
of 30 days. The claim of these witnesses that the work is seasonal is not seen 
seriously challenged by the Union . It is admitted by WW1 also that the 
work is seasonal. But his case is that there will be some other work in the 
off seasons such as removal of dried lemon grass. But the evidence is that 
the right to remove lemon grass after distillation is auctioned out and the 
Contractors used to employ their own workmen for that purpose . Exts. MI 
and M2 vouchers and Exts . M3 to M7 account books also indicate that the 
work is only seasonal lasting for about six months. It is also seen that the 
average work during the season does not exceed somewhere about 100 days . 
It is the admitted fact that the workers were not paid on a daily wages 
basis. But they were doing the work on piece -rate . The payment was in 
accordance with the work turned out, the rate being fixed at one rupee per 
unit. So the available evidence is in favour of accepting the case of the 
Management that the work was seasonal. 

8. The fact that the work was seasonal does not mean that the 
workers who were regularly employed during the seasons have no claim for 
employment whenever there is available work : The Management has a 
case that it was leasing out the right from 1976 onwards. That there was 
such a procedure from 1976 onwards is sworn to by MWs. 1, 2 and 3 . 
MW3 claims that hewas the lessee for 1977 . The Union did not attempt 
ot show that there was no such leases. On the other hand the attempt was 
ot make out that MW2, the Watchiman , was the real lessec and the lessees 
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like MW3 were more name lenders. But that does not affect the Society s 
case in any way as the Society had been leasing out the right from 1976 
onwards. The contention is that there was no employment opportunity 
from 1976 onwards in view of the changed circumstance. There is yet 
another case introduced at the stage of evidence that the lemon grass fields 
were taken away by Government in 1978 as excess land . Of course that 
situation was not available at the time the written statement was field . The 
claim that the Government had taken the land is also not seriously disputed . 
So we have reached a position where these workmen cannot be reinstated 
now . So the normal relief of reinstatement has become impossible . 

9. Now we have to see as to what relief can be given to the workmen 
in view ofthe peculiar circumstances of this case. These workmen were out 
of employment from 1-9-1973 tillthe 1977 season . It can be said that from 
1978 onwards they could not have been employed. They are cntitled to 
wages for the seasons upto 1977 . The evidence is that the average carning 
per day was Rs. 5 . 

There would have been about 100 days work in every 
year. In 1973 nearly half of the season was over when the denial of work 
took place. So for 1973, 50 days and for the years 1974 , 1975, 1976 and 
1927 hundred days each can be treated as the earning days. The total 

umber of days comes to 450 . Back wages at the rate of Rs. 5 per day 
comes to Rs. 2,250 each . 

10. The workmen had been working with this Society only for about 
three years when the denial took place. It is said that the Society is in financial 
difficulties. In these state of affairs a lump sum compensation of Rs. 1,000 
each in lieu of reinstatement can be awarded to each of the workmen . 

11. In the result an award is passed finding that there was unjusti 
fiable denial of employment to the workmen . Each of the workmen 
awarded back wages to the tune of Rs. 2,250 and compensation in lieu of 
reinstatement at the rate of Rs. 1,000 each which theManagement Society 
is directed to pay them . 

12. This award shall come into force on the expiry of thirty days from 
the date of its pubļication in the Government Gazette . 
Ernakulam 

N. SUKUMARAN , 
2-12-1980 . 

Presiding Officer 

Appendix 
Witness examined on the Union s side : 

WW1 Shri Achuthan . 
Witnesses examined on the Management s side ; 

MWI Shri Paulose , P. C. 
MW2 Ipe Thomas. 
MW3 

N.K. Varkey . 
G.A. 849/ V . 
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Exhibits marked on the Union s side : 
Ext. Wi. Certified copy of the judgment in C.C. No. 1851/73 of the 

Judicial Magistrate of the II Class, Perumbavoor. 
W2. Certified copy of the judgment in C.C. No. 245/74 of the 

Judicial Magistrate of the II Class, Perumbavoor. 
W3. Certified copy of the order in Crl. Revision Petition No. 4 

of 1976 of the Addl. Sessions Judge, Parur . 
W4. Copy of the memorandum of settlement dated 7-8-1974 . 
W5. Copy of a letter dated 2-8-1976 from the Union to the 

Management: 
„ W6 . Certain portion of the chief examination in the certificd 

copy of the deposition of witness Shri Thomas in 
c.Ć. No. 245 of 1974 on the file of the Judicial Magistrate 
of II Class, Perumbavoor . 
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Exhibits marked on the Management s side : 
Ext.Mi. The file containing certain vouchers. 

M2. The file containing vouchers for 1973 and 1974 . 
M3. Cash book from 1-7-1967 to 31-1-1968 . 
M4. Cash book from 1-2-1968 to 27-12-1968 . 
M5. Day book of the Society from 1968 December. 
M6 . Day book of the Society from 1969 December. 
M7. Day book of the Society from 26-10-1970. 
M8 Mahazar dated 29-5-1979 . 
M9. A statement of Rev. Inspector dated 27-6-1966 . 
MIO . Audit certificate and audit memorandum of the Society for 

the year 1978-79. 


22 


22 


22 


22 


3 


Kerala Gazette No. 2 dated 13th January 19 31. 
PART I 


GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Labour ( A ) Department 


NOTIFICATION 


G.O.(Rt.) No. 1588/80/LBR . Dated , Trivandrun , 15th November 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Ernakula 1 in respect of the dispute 
between the Commissioner , Alwaye Municipal Council , Alwaye and the 
workmen of the above municipality and represented by the Secretary , 
Alwaye Municipal Employees Union Market Road , Alwaye reccived by 
Government on 3-10-1980 is hereby published under section 17 of the 
Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947) . 


By order of the Governor, 

P. GOMATHY AMMA , 

Deputy Secretary 


In the Labour Court, Ernakulam 
Dated this the 27th day of October , 1980 


Present : 
SHRI N. SUKUMARAN , B. SC ., B. L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 360 OF 1979 

Between 
The Commissioner, Alwaye Municipal Council , Alwaye 

And 
Thc workmen of the above Municipality represented by the Secretary, 

Alwaye Municipal Employees Union, Market Road, Alwaye 
Representations : 
M /s. Peter & Karunakar, 

For Management 
Lawyers, Cochin 682011. 
Shri K. Balachandran , 

for Union 
Advocates, Cochin - 17. 
GA 816 / B . 
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AWARD 


to 


This reference made by Government as per G.O.( Rt.) No. 1781/79/LBR 
dated 17-12-1979 concerns the dismissal of Sarvasree V. K. Subramoniam 
and M. K. Chacko by the Municipal Commissioner, Alwaye . 

2. Both sides entered appearance in response to the notice issued from 
this Court. Pleadings were not advanced by either side. But a 

Joint 
statement was filed requesting that an award may be passed in 

its terms. 
The terms enumerated are the following : 
(i) The Commissioner, Alwaye Municipal Council 

agrees 
withdraw the dismissal order issued to Sri V. K. Subramanian 
and SriM.K. Chacko and to re-instate them back into service 

with effect from 1st day of November 1980. 
( ii) The two workmen viz ., M /s. V. K Subramanian and 

M.K. Chacko will not be eligible to get wages/salary or any 
other benefits for the period from 28-8-1976 (Date of dismissal) 

to the date of reinstatement. 
(iii) There will not be any break in service of the workmen due to the 

dismissal orders issued to them . 
( iv ) The period from 28-8-1976 to the date of reinstatement will be 

treated as period of leave without wages. 
The settlement is accepted and an award is passed in the above terms. 


Ernakulam , 
27-10-1980 . 


N. SUKUMARAN , 

Presiding Officer 
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PART I 

GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) Na 1517/80 /LBR . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 29th October 1980. 
The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between the Managing Partner, Sreekrishna Starch and Wood Works, Cheru 
vennur, Feroke and their workmen represented by the General Secretary, 
The Industrial and General Workers Union (INTUC), Cheruvannur, Feroke 
received by Government on 28-10-1980 is hereby published under section 17 
of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Governor, 

P. GOMATHY AMMA, 
Deputy Secretary to Government. 


IN THE LABOUR COURT, KOZHIKODE , KERALA STATE 
Dated this the 22nd day of September, 1980 

Present 
SHRI T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B.A., B.L., 

Presiding Officer 

In 
I. D. No. 7/78 

Between 

THE MANAGING PARTNER , 
Sreekrishna Starch and Wood Works, Cheruvannur, Feroke 

And 

THE GENERAL SECRETARY , 
The Industrial and General Workers Union (INTUC ), Cheruvannur, Feroke 
itepresentations: 

Shri T. G. Rajendran , 
Advocate, Calicut 

For the Management. 
Shri A. Sankaran , 
Advocate, Calicut 

For the Union. 

AWARD 
1. This industrial dispute between the above parties was referred to this 
court for adjudication rezarding the dismissal of Shri V. Akbar from 2-7-1976 
as per G. O. Rt. Na 167/78 /L & H dated 30-1-1978 . The case was taken on Ale 
and notices issued to the fiutius. They entered appearance and filed state 
ments. 

G. A. 794 /MC 
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2. On 17-9-1980 when the case came up for enquiry, tho parties Aled * 
memorandum of settlement as per which the management and the union 
settled the dispute by direct negotiation out of court and came to the 
conclusion that the worker s dismissal will be treated as retirement from 
service and he will be paid Rs 1,300 towards legal benefits, that the 
worker agrees to accept the same and leave accordingly and that the worker 
will have no further claim against the management and that there will be no 
einployer and employee relationship hereafter. The settlement stated , 
earlier, shall form part of this award. 

3. In view of the settlement, I hold that the dismissal of the workman 
will be treated as retirement from service and that he will be paid a sum of 
As 1,300 towards his legal benefits and that the worker is not entitled to any 
other reliefs. 

4. This award will come into force 30 days after publication of the samo 
in the Official Gazette . 
Dictated to the Confidential Assistant transcribed by him 

revised , 
corected and pronounced by me in open court on the 22nd day of 
September, 1980. 


. 


T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , 

Presiding Officer, 

Labour Court, Kozhikode. 

ANNEXURE 
BEFORE THE LABOUR COURT, KOZHIKODE 

I. D. 7778 
Loween : 
M / s. Sreekrishna Starch and Wood Works -- Petitioner 

Vs. 
Industrial and General Worker s Union - Respondent 

MEMORANDUM OF SETTLEMENT 
The dispute referred for adjudication is dismissal of worker Akbar. 

The Management and union settled the dispute by direct negotiation out 
of court and come to the following terms: 
1. The worker s dismissal will be treated as retirement from service and 

he will be paid Rs 1,300 towards his legal benefits. The worker 

agrees to accept the same and leave accordingly . 
2. The worker will have no further claim against the management and 

there will be no employee -eruployer relationship hereafter. 
3. On these terms an award may be passed . 
Dated this day of September , 1980 . 

1. (Sd.) Union. 
2. (Sd .) Management. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 

Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O (Rt.) No. 1251/80/LBR . Dated, Trivandrum , 4th Seplember 1980. 

The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between the Manager, Rajendra Theatre, Hemambikanagar, Railway 
station Colony, Palghat-9 and their workmen represented by the Secretary, 
Palghat District Cinema Theatre Employces Union , (INTÚC), Olavakot, 
Palghat-2 received by Government on 2-9-1980 is hereby published under 
secuon 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY ADMA 

Deputy Secretary. 
In the Labour Court, Kozhikode, Kerala State 
Dated this the 31st day of July 1980 

Present : 
SHRI T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B.A., B.L , 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 24/78 

Between : 
The Manager, Rajendra Theatre, Hemambikanagar, 
Railway Station Colony , Palghat-9 

And 
The Secretary , Palghat District Cinoma Theatre Employees Union , 

(ÎNTUC), Olavakkot, Palghat-2 . 
Representations: 
Shri C. D. Ramalingam , 

For the Management. 
Advocate, Palghat. 
Shri M. Viswanathan , 

For the Union 
Advocate, Palghat. 

AWARD 
1. This industrial dispute between the above parties regarding the 
dismissal of Shri M. I. Madhavan was referred to this court for adjudication 
as per G. O. Rt. No. 397/78 /L & H dated 10-3-1978. The case was taken on 
file and notices issued to parties. They appeared and filed statements. 

G. 739 /J. 
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2. In the statement filed by the Union , it is avered that the workman 
came to know that the management had conducted a domestic enquiry in 
which the workman has been found guilty and on the basis of which he has 
been dismissed from service on receipt of the notice only . The enquiry 
officer dismissed the petition filed by the workman to enable him to be 
represented by Shri P. C. Shanmughasundaram , the president of the union . 
The enquiry officer stated ihat the representative of the union cannot be 
allowed to participate in the enquiry on behalf of the workman and that the 
workman should himself participate in the enquiry. The workman protested 
against the said order and as such he was unable to participate in the 
enquiry . Eventhough the law allows a workman to be represented by the 
rep esentative of the union , the enquiry officer did not allow the same. That 
itself shows that the enquiry officer did not adopt an impartial attitude; on 
the other hand, it shows that the enquiry officer conducted the enquiry in 
order to help the management. The enquiry officer did not afford sufficient 
cpportunity to the workman to establish his innocence . As such the domestic 
enquiry is illegal and is not maintainable. The workman did not cause 
bodily injury to Govinda Panicker, operator or cause any inconven.ence to 
the persons attending the cinema show . The motive of the management 
was to dism ss the workman from service on account of his being a member 
of the union and was demanding wages a cording to law and other benefits. 
The domestic enquiry as well as the dismissal on the basis of the findings of 
the enquiry are not sustainable in law . Hence the union prays that the 
workman may be reinstated with back-wages. 

3. The management filed a written statement contending that a 
charge-sheet was served on the workman and his explanation was called for. 
Since the same was not found to be satisfactory, a domestic enquiry was 
conducted into the charges levelled against him . The domestic enquiry 
officer conducted an enquiry and found the workman guilty of the charges. 
Hence the workman was dismissed from service. The allegations made 
against the domestic enquiry are all in orrect and opposite to facts . The 
allegations made against the enquiry officer are also incorrect. The conten 
tion that suffi ient opportunity was not afforded to the workman is incorrect. 
It is also incorrect to say that the charges levelled against the workman and 
the domestic enquiry conducted were only for the purpose of dismissing the 
worker from service. The management has los confidence in the workman 
and as such in any view he is not entitled to reinstatement. He is not entitled 
to any reliefs . 

4. The union filed a rejoinder contending that the domestic enquiry 
was not conducted according to law . The workman is an illiterate person . 
The prayer of the workman to allow the president of the union to represent 
him at the enquiry was dis-allowed by the enquiry officer and as such was 
denied an opportunity to establish his innocence. The enquiry officer did 
not conduct any enquiry . Even if any enquiry has been conduct d , it 
cannot be regarded as impartial. The enquiry officer did not follow the 
principles of natural justice and as such the domestic enquiry is invalid.The 
workman did not do anything so that the management could have lost 
confidence in him . 
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5. The issue referred for adjudication is whether the dismissal of Shri 
M. I. Madhavan is proper and justificd . 

6. Issue : The workman in this was the gatc -keeper of the manage 
ment. On 9-7-1977, a show cause notice was issu :d to him alleging that on 
7-7-1977 at night while the second show was going on at about 10-30 p . m . 
he trespass :d into the projector room abused the projector operator 
Govinda Panicker while he was running the projector and attempted to 
assualt him on account of which co siderable difficulty to the persons who 
had come to sce the show , the other workers and the manageinent was 
caused , which amounts to gross misconduct and indiscipline. The same 
causes considerable difficulty in the smooth running of the cenema theatre . 
The workman filed his explanation on 11-7-1979 denying the charg s 
levelled against him . As the explanation was found to be not satisfactory the 
management decided to conduct a domestic enquiry . MWIwas appointed 
as the enquiry officer. MWI conducted an enquiry and submitted his 
report finding the workman guilty of the charges levell :d against him . 
Accepting the findings, the management dismissed the workman from 
Service The contention of the workman that the domestic en uiry con 
duct :d into the charges levelled against him was not proper,valid and in 
conformity with the principles of natural justice was tried as a preliminary 
issue and was found against by me as per the preliminary order datud 
10-4-1980. 


7. Thereafter thc workman was afforded an opportunity to lead 
evidence regarding the other pussible contentions that could be raised by 
him ie . , victimisation , prversicy of the findings and the correctness of the 
punishment awarded ." " On 25-7-980 the counsel of the union was absent. 
The union and the worker were called. found absent and as such declared 
ex -parte . MW2 the manager of the management was examined on behalf 
of the management to show that the punishmentawarded to the worker is 
comme:asurate with the charges found to have been proved against the work 
man and that a person who had committed that offence cannot be reinstated 
in service . Exhibit Mi is the domestic enquiry proceedings . The cvi.In 
adduced before the enquiry officer ie .. that of the witnesses MWI to .MW + 
show that workman did commit the offence charged against him . A persa 
who had behaved in themanner alleged and found proved that is who had 
trespassed into the projector room while the projector was being operatoil 
and threatened to assult the Operator and 

causing in 
convenience not only to the management but also to the stomers 
has to be held to be guilty of a very serio nisconduct. The 
workman has no explanation whatsover for his co: ict . Therefore, the 
punishment of dismissal awarded by the management cannot be held to be 
disproportionate requiring interference under Section 11 A of the Industrial 
Disputes Act. Therefore, I hold that the dismissal of the workman is proper 
and justificd and that he is not entitled to get reinstatement. The issue is 
found accordingly . 


4 


4 


8. In view of my above finding, I pass the award holding that the 
dismissal of the workman is proper and justified and that he is not entitled 
to reinstatement. 

9. This award will come into force 30 days after publication of the 
same in the official Gazette . 

Dictated to the Confidential Asst., transcribed by him , revised and 
corrected by meon the 3.st day of July , 1980 . 

T.M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , 

Presiding Officer 


Appendix 


Witnesses examined on the side of the Management: 

MW1 P.C. Sebastian , Advocate , Palghat 

MW2 S. Rajendran , Manager, Rajendra Theatre, Palghat- 9 . 
Documents marked on the side of the Management: 

Ex. MI Enquiry file in full 
Witness examined in the side of the Union : 

WWI Madhavan M.I. , Olavakkode, Palghat- 9 
Documents marked on the side of the Union : 

Ex . WI Letter dated 21-7-1977 by the workman to the enquiry officer. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. (Rt.) No. 1658 /80/LBR . Dated , Trivandrum , 1st December 1980 . 

The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between theManagement of M /s West India Steel Company Limited , 
Wisco Manor, Cheruvannur , Feroke, Kerala and their workmen represen 
ted by (1 ) The General Secretary, Wisco Employees Union , P. O. 
Kolathara and (2 ) Shri P. Chandran, Stores Assistant, West India Steel 
Company, Cheruvannur, Calicut received by Government on 29-11-1980 
is hereby published under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 
( Central Act XIV of 1947). 

By order of the Governor, 
P. GOMATHY AMMA, 
Deputy Secretary. 


In the Labour Court, Kozhikode, Kerala State 
Dated this the 31st day of October, 1980 

Present : 
SHRI T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B. A. B. L. 

Presiding Officer 

In 
INDUSTRIAL DISPUTE No. 106/78 

Between 
M /s West India Steel Company Limited , Wisco Manor, 
Cheruvannur, Feroke , Kerala . 

And 
1. The General Secretary, Wisco Employees Union , 

P. O. Kolathara 
2. Shri P. Chandran, Stores Assistant, West India 

Steel Company, Cheruvannur, Calicut 
Representations : 
Shri M. Ramachandran , 

] For the Management 
Advocate, Ernakulam 
Shri A. Sankaran , 

For the Union 
Advocate , Calicut 
Shri P. S. Girish , 

For Workman . 
Advocate, Calicut 
GA . 831 / B . 
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AWARD 


1. This industrial dispute between the workman and the management 
was referred to this court for adjudication regarding the justifiability of the 
appointment of Shri P. Chandran to the cadre of Store Assistant as per 
G. O. Rt. No. 1842/78/ L & H dated 30-11-1978. The case was taken on file 
and notices issued to the parties. They entered appearance and filed 
statements. 

2. In the statement filed by the union it is contended that as per the 
notice dated 2-8-1977 the management invited applications for the post of 
one Store Assistant. The qualifications were specified and the permanent 
employees of the company were directed to apply for the post . The 
workman a member of the union applied for the post on 5-8-1977. He was 
called for an interview on 19-8-1977 . One Shri P. Chandran was also one 
of the applicants . There were six applicants for the post altogether. The 
management has specified the qualifications for the post viz., (1) should 
have passed S.S.L.C., (2) past experience in the Store works desirable 
and (3) knowledge of typewriting is also desirable. The workman had 
passed S.S.L.C. and had appeared for the Pre -University. He had been 
acting as a store keeper for various periods from 1964-68 under or in the 
absence of Shri U. C. Divakaran, the store keeper . While he was acting 
as store keeper, several others were appointed as store keepers under him 
which will show that the workman had sufficient experince as store keeper . 
The workman has sufficient knowledge of typewriting and has produced 
documents to that effect at the time of interview . The post of store 
assistant is a post inferior to that ofstore keeper . The workman was the 
only candidate having the three specified qualifications. His claim had 
been advanced as early as 20-7-1970 and on subsequent occasions 

He was 
then assured that the promotion shall be determined as per the promotion 
policy of the management. The fact that the workman had worked in the 
stores had been accepted by the management as early as March , 1972. In 
spite of the above, the management choose to appoint Shri P. Chandran 
who was only a tongaman and who had no experience in the stores. He has 
no basic qualification of S S.L.C. and had no konwledge of typewriting ; 
His only qualification was that he was the president of the West India Steel 
Re-rolling Workers Union . There are five registered trade unions in the 
company and to avoid total strike in the company, the management was 
trying to win over one union by giving underserving and unjustifiable 
promotions and appointments. The appointment of Shri P. Chandran is a 
naked violation of the promotion policy of the management and total denial 
of the principles of natural justice. It is a clear case of bribery in disguise 
and favouration without any mask. The managementwas sacking the floor 
leaders by giving an undeserving and unjustifiable appointment order to 
Shri Chandran . The appointment of Shri Chandran to the grade of store 
assistant is unjustifiable , obviously motivated mala fide. The appointment 
of Shri P. Chandran has to be declared null and void and the workman 
appointed to the grade of store assistant. 
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3. The management filed a written statement contending that the 
reference is illegal and invalid . Sclection and appointment to a specific 
post is the right of the management and the union has no right to question 
the same. The management admits the notice dated 2-8-1977 advertising a 
vacancy of a store assistant prescribing qualifications. Six persons had 
applied for the post and they were called for the interview . Shri 
P. Chandran one of the applicants who had necessary qualification secured 
maximum marks in the interview . Accordingly he was appointed. It is 
not correct to say that the workman alone had the qualification . Knowledge 
of typewriting was not an essential qualification . It was only a desirable 
qualification . It is also not correct to say that the management had assured 
to the workman that he will be promoted to the post when the vacancy 
arises. The appointment was made after interviewing all the applicants . 
Shri Balakrishnan had secured only 46 marks in the interview . The inter 
view was conducted by the Secretary and the Personnel Advisor of the 
management. There was no other consideration for the appointment 
of Mr. Chandran as alleged by the union . The allegation that the manage 
ment was trying to win over one union by giving unjustifiable promotion is 
untrue. The management has not violated the principles of natural justice. 
The contention that this is a clear case of bribary and favouritism is false. It 
is equally false and unwarranted that the management was placating the 
leaders of the unions by giving undeserved and unjustifiable appointments. 
The appointment is neither mala fide for unjustifiable It is the right of the 
management to select one of the suitable candidates from among those called 
for the interview . The management adhered to all the principles of natural 
justice and has adopted the proper procedure to fill the vacancy. There were 
no grounds to declare the appointment of P. Chandran null and void . The 
workman has no right to be appointed as Store Assistant. 

4. As per the order in M. P. 46/79 Shri P. Chandran who will be 
directly affected by the award was impleaded as a party . In his statement 
he contends that the selection to the post was made on the basis of the marks 
secured by each candidates and since he secured the maximum marks , he 
was appointed as the store assistant. This court has no jurisdiction to con 
sider whether the selection was done correctly by themanagement or not. 

5. The workman filed a rejoinder contending that the management is 
legally bound to observe the law and natural justicewhen the applications are 
called for a particular post. 

The selection has to be made on merit and 
qualification and not by extranious considerations. Even if the qualifica 

Even if it is a 
tions are equal, better experience has to be considered . 
dispute between an employee and another employed it come within the 
purview of Industrial Disputes Act. 

6. The issue referred for adjudication is “ is the appointment of Shri 
P. Chandran to the cadre of store assistant justifiable." 

7. Issue: - Themanagement as per exhibit Ml published a notice 
stating that there is a vacancy of a store assistant in the storesof West India 
Steel Company to be filled by internal recruitment from the permanent 


employees ofthe company . The qualifications prescribed are (1) should have 
passed S. S. L. C., (2 ) past experience in store works desirable and 
(3) knowledge of typewriting also desirable. The form of the applicationis 
also given therein . Exhibit M2 is the application filed by the workman in 
this whose cause is espoused by the union, on 5-8-1977. There were 6 appli 
cant altogether. One Shri P. Chandran who was irpleaded as a party to 
thiswas selected and appointed to the post. The same is challenged by the 
union on the ground that the workman in this had the necessary qualifica 
tions and that Chandran who was selected did not possess therequired qualifi 
cations and that the selection of Shri Chandran was only to placate the union 
represented by him and as such mala fide . The management contends that 
Shri Chandran secured maximum marks at the interview and as such he was 
selected and appointed to the post. It is also contended that the selection 
and appointment to a specific post is the right of the management and the 
union has no right to question the same. In the decision reported in Supreme 
Court Labour Judgements 1950-67 at page 3499 in the case between Brooke 
Bond India Private Limited and their workman , the Lordships of the 
Supreme Court held that: 
" there can be no doubt that promotions to which industrial employees 

are entitled normal would be treated as the function of the mana 
gement, and so even the National Industrial Tribunal recognised 
that it must be left to the discretion of the management to select 
persons for promotions. If at a given time, if more than one person 
are eligible for promotion seniority should be taken into account 
and should prevail unless the eligible persons are not equal in 
merits . Where however preference is based on malicious considera 
tions or amounts to unfair labour practice it may be interfered 

with ." 
To the same effect is the decision reported at page 3502 of the same 
volume in which it is held that: 
" generally speaking promotion is a management function ; but it may 

be recognised that there may be occasions when a Tribunal may 
have to interfere with promotions made by the management where 
it is felt that personssuperseded have been so superseded on account 

of malafides or victimisation . " 
The contention of the management is that it is not a case of promotion 
but a case of selection for appointment to a new post. Even if it is a sele 
ction to a new post since the selection has to be done from among the perma 
nent employees, the consideration should be the sameas the one prescribed 
for promotion because it is held in the decision reported in 1975 I-LLJ 
page 198 (SC ) in the case between the State of Bihar and Dr. Asis Kuinar 
Mukherjee that: 
“ it is within the power and responsibility of the employer to take all 

relevant considerations and exclude extraneous matters in making 
the final choice for the appointment to the post. 

The employer 
must give a fair consideration to the qualifications and relative worth 
of all the candidates." 


5 


The union in this case contends that the management did not consider 
the relative mer ts of the workman and the newly impleaded party who was 
selected for the post before making the selection and that the selection itself 
wasmotivated by extraneous considerations of placating the union represen 
ted by him and as such it is malafide. Therefore , the contention raised 
by the union requires to be consideres on merits. 


8. That the workman had the prescribed essential qualification of having 
passed S. S. L. C. was not disputed , on the other had , exhibit WI shows 
that he had passed the S.S.L.C. examination and exhibit W2 shows that he 
was a student in the Farook College in the University previous class during 
the year 1961-62 . Regarding the second prescribed qualification stated as 
desirable i e., past experience in the store works, the case of the union is 
that the workman was attending to all works in the stores from 1964 to 
1968. Exhibit M2shows the same. In the claim statement of the union, 
such a contention has been raised but the samewas not denied in the 
written statement of themanagement or that of the newly impleaded party. 
The evidence of WW1 and WW2 is also to that effect. The management 
did not adduce any cvidence to disprove the evidence ofWWI and WW2. 
Exhibit W3 is the attendance card of one Balan and the evidence of WW2 
shows that WW1 had signed the same to show that Balan who was the 
helper had worked in that department. In view of the above circumstances, 
the contention of the union that WW1had past experience in the stores has 
to be upheld as correct. Regarding the third qualification also stated as 
desirable i.e., knowledge of typewriting, the case of the workman is that he 
knows typewriting . In exhibit M2 the same is not specifically stated , but 
it is stated that he had appeared for part time diploma course in Kerala 
polytechnic, Calicut. The union has specifically alleged in the claim 
statement that the workman , Balakrishnan , has sufficient knowledge of 
typewriting and that he has produced document at the time of the inter 
vicw . 

The same is not denied cither in the written statement of the 
management or the newly impleaded party. WW2 who is the vice 
president of the Wisco Employees Union , INTUC , stated in his cross 
examination thatWWIknows typewriting and had produced the document 
to show the same before the management. The management 

as stated 
earlier did not lead any evidence disputing the cvidence of WWI and WW2. 
In view of the above circumstances it has to be held that WW1 had all the 
qualifications prescribed in exhibit Mi. 


9 . The contention raised on behalf of the union that the newly 
impleaded party did not satisfy the essential requirement of passing the 
S.S.L.C. examination cannot be upheld in view of exhibit W5 which 
shows that he had passed the S.S.L.C. Examination . Regarding the 
desirable qualification of past experience in the stores, there is only the 
interested testimony of WW3, the newly impleaded party, to support the 
same. The management as stated earlier, did not adduce any evidence. 
It also did not produced any document to show that 

WW13 has past 
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experience in the stores. WW3 in his evidence in cross examination stated 
that he cannot say during which period he worked as store assistant. He 
also did not take any steps to get the necessary documents produced by the 
management to prove the same. Under the circumstances, it cannot be 
held that he has past experience in the stores which is one of the desirable 
qualifications. WW3 would say that he knowstypewriting but in his cross 
examination , he admitted that he did not produce the certificate to show 
that he knows typewriting. In his statement also he did not state that he 
knows typewriting. Therefore the newly impleaded party cannot be held to 
have satisfied the third condition ie., knowledge of typewrting which is 
stated as desirable. The case of the management as 

well of 

the newly 
impleaded party is that he, the newly impleaded party , secured maximum 
marks at the interview whereas the workinan obtained only 46 marks. The 
mark obtained Ly the newly impleaded party is not stated by the manage 
mert. The principle on the basis of which marks were awarded at the time 
of the interview to the different candidates is also not stated . 


are 


10. The discussion made earlier show that the workman in this has a 
better qualification prescribed in exhibit Mi than that of 

the newly 
impleaded party which raises a serious suspension regarding the marks 
alleged to have been obtain :d by the newly impleaded party at the interview . 
The fact that the newly impleaded party is alleged to have obtained the 
maximum marks at the interview has to be considered along with the 
contention of the union that the newly impleaded party was selected to 
placate at the union of which he isthe president and therefore, it is mala fide. 
In the statement of the union it is specifically alleged that the newly 
impleaded party was the president of the West India Steel Re-rolling Workers 
Union and the management in order to avoid total strike in the 
company was trying to win over one union by giving under serving and 
unjustifiable promotions and appointments. It is also stated that there 

5 trade unions under the management. The lack of bona fides 
alleged on the part of the management is denied in the written 
statement of the management. Evidence of WWI and WW2 show that 
there was a charter of demand placed before the management by the unions. 
That the same was placed in January, 1977 and that the same was settled 
on 14-11-1977 is deposed by WW2. That the newly impleaded party was 
the president of the West India Steel Re-rolling Workers Union is admitted . 
He in his evidence admitted that he had participated in the discussion 
eventhough he would say that the discussion and settlement was long after . 
The evidence ofWW2 is that the settlement was on 14-11-1977. The date 
of the selection is not stated by any of the parties. But exhibit M2 shows 
that it could have been only after 5-8-1977 which would go to show that the 
samewas more or less close to the settlement arrived at regarding the 
charter of demands. It is true that the newly impleaded party is the 
president of a union having only 7 members out of 200 employees under 
the management. It has also come out in evidence that as per the settle 
ment all employees got a financial benefit. But the above facts will not by 
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itself disprove the lack of bona fides alleged on the part of the management 
and its inclination to win over one of the unions. The fact that wilwho 
is seen as better qualified has been superseded and the absence of any 
evidence regarding the principle adopted in awarding marks at the intervicw 
taken along with the allegation and evidence that the management was 
trying to win over one of the unions sufficiently indicate lack of bona fides 
on the management in selecting and appointi :g the newly in pleaded party 
to the post advertised as per exhibit mi. In view ofmy above finding , 
I hold that the appointment of Shri P. Chandran , the newly impleaded 
party to the post of store assistant is not justifiable and set aside the same. 
Hence I, direct the management to consider the case of the superseded 
employee i. e., WW1and decide for itseif Whcther he is liable to 1.c selected . 
The case of thenewly impleaded party whose sclection has been set aside 
does not require to be considered a fresh in view of the decision reported in 
S. C. Labour Judgements 1950-67 page 3502. The issue is found 
accordingly . 

11. In view of my above finding , I pass the award holding that the 
appointment of Shri P. Chandran to the cadre of store assistant is not 
justifiable and set aside the same. The management will consider the case 
ofthe workman in this for the appointment to that post afresh . The case o 
Shri P. Chandran does not require to be considered afresh . 

12. This award will come into force 30 days after publication of the 
same in the Official Gazette . 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed by him , revised and 
corrected by me on the 31st day of October , 1980 . 


T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , 

Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court, Kozhikode. 


Appendix 


Witnesses examined on the side of the Union : 
WWI Sri M.Balakrishnan , Crane Operator, Kottakkal house P. O., 

Cheruvannur, Feroke . 
WW2 Sri Gopalakrishnan , Sreedapam , Arakinar P. O. 

WW3 P. Chandran , Cheruvannur. 
Witnesses examined on the side of the Management : 

Nil. 
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Documents marked on the side of the Union : 

Ex . WI S.S.L.C. book of Sri Balakrishnan , M. 
Ex . W2 Certificate issued to Sri Balakrishnan , M. 
Ex . W3 Attendance card issued to V. Balan 
Ex. W4 Copy of S.S.L.C. mark list of P. Chandran 
Ex . W5 S.S.L.C. book of Sri P. Chandran 


Documents marked on the side of the Management : 

Ex. Mi Notice dated 2-8-1977 of the management 
Ex . M2 Application dated 5-8-1977 by M. Balakrishnan 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour (A ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O. (Rt.) Na 1518 /80/LBR. 

Dated , Trivandrum , 29th October 1980 . 
The award of the Labour Court, Kozhikode in respect of the dispute 
between Shri C. T. Devassia , Contractor, Toddy Shop No. 37, Ottapalam Range, 
Ottapalam - 1, Palghat and their workmen represented by the Secratary , Palghal 
Jilla Chethu Thozhilali Union (AITUC ), Ottapalam Range Committee, 
Cttapalam , Palghat District received by Government on 28-10-1980 is hereby 
Lublished under section 17 of the Industrial Disputes Act, 1947 (Central Act 
XIV of 1947) . 

By order of the Governor, 

P. GOMATHY AMMA , 
Deputy Secretary to Government. 


IN THE LABOUR COURT, KOZHIKODE , KERALA STATE 
Dated this the 22nd day of September, 1980 

Present 
SHRI T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , B.A., B.L .. 

Presiding Officer 

In 
I. D. No. 9/76 

Between 

SHRI C. T. DEVASSIA , 
Contractor, Toddy Shop No. 37, Ottapalam Range, Ottapalam - 1, Palghat 

And 

THE SECRETARY , 
Palghat Jilla Chethu Thozhilali Union (AITUC), Ottapalam Range 

Committee, Ottapalam , Palghat District 
Representations: 

Shri P. C. Sebastian , 
Advocate, Palghat 

For the Management. 


AWARD 
1. This industrial dispute between the above parties regarding the denial of 
work to Shri M. Kumaran was referred to this court for adjudication as per 
G. O. Rt. Na 169/79/ L & H dated 30-1-1979. The case was taken on file and 
notices issued to the parties . They entered appearance and filled statements. 

G.A.795 /MC 
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2. In the statement filed by the union it is contended that the workman 
Kumaran was a workman under the management having put in 5 years of 
cervice in Shop No 37 conducted by the management. He had deposited 
a security of f s 300. Ilc was denied employment 

from 1-4-1977 onwards 
The action of the management is due to the fact that the workman had 
o ganised a union of salesman in toddy shop. The denial of employment is 
ilegal and as such he is entitled to reinstatement. 

3. The management in its written statement contends that the averments 
in the statement of the union are false and incorrect. It is incorrect to 

say 
trat the workman had put in 5 years of service under the management. The 
denial of employment alleged on 10-4-1977 is also 

incorrect. There is no 
mployer and employee relationship between the 

management and the 
workman . Hence there was no necessity or occassion to dismiss him from 
service. On 8-4-1977 the said toddy shop was being conducted by one 
Satheesan . The present management was conducting the shop only from 
9-4-1977 onwards. At the time, the management began to conduct the shop , 
there was no salesman by name Kumaran . The above said Kumaran was given 
permission to conduct sale of curries in a portion of the shop on a daily 
rent of Rs 5. He conducted the said shop for 34 days and thereafter left the 
premises without paying the rent. The workman is not entitled to any reliefs. 

4. The union did not file a rejoinder , 
5. On 28-8-1980 when the case came up for enquiry, the union as well as 
the workman were called, found absent and as such declared exparte. 
management examined MW1 who in his evidence denied the relationship of 
en ployer and employce and also the alleged denial of employment to the 
workman . In view of the above circumstances, I hold that there is no 
employer and employee relationship between the workman and the manage 
ment and as such the denial of employment alleged cannot be held to be true. 
"I herefore, the workman is not entitled to any relief s. 

the award 
Eccordirgly. 

6. This award will come into force 30 days after publication of the same 
In the Official Gazette . 

Dictated to the Confidential Assistant, transcribed by him , revised and 
corrected on the 22nd day of September, 1980. 


The 


I pass 


T. M. VISHNU NAMBISSAN , 

Presiding Officer, 
Labour Court Kozhilole. 


APPENDIX 
Witnesses examined on the side of the management: 
MW1 C. T. Devassia , Chemblanikkal, Munnilave P.O., 

District. 


Kottayam 


. 
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Section lit 


കരള സർക്കാർ 


നിയമ 


(നിയമനിർമ്മാണം- എ ) വകുപ്പ് 

വിജ്ഞാപനം 


നമ്പർ 8341 - ലെജി. ( എ ) 1/ 80 / ലാ . തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1930 ആഗസ്റ്റ്201 

1902 സാവണ 29 . 
കേരള സംസ്ഥാന നിയമസഭയുടെ താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന ആക്ററ് പൊതു 
ജനങ്ങളുടെ അറിവിനായി ഇതിനാൽ ( പസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . നിയമസം 
പാസാക്കി യ പ ങ്കാരമിളള ബില്ലിന് 1990 ആഗസ്റ്റ് 19- . തീയതി ഗവർണ്ണ 
റുടെ അനുമതി ലഭിച്ചം. 


ഗവർണ്ണറുടെ ഇത്തരവു പ്രകാരം, 

കെ . വിശ്വനാഥൻ നായർ, 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ സെക്രട്ടറി ( ലം ) . 


1980- ലെ 18 -ാം ആക്റ് 


കേരളം പ്ലാൻറഷൻ നി കുതി ( ഭേദഗതി) ആക° ററ്, 1980 


1960 - ലെ കേരള പാൻറഷൻ നികുതി ആക്ററ് വീണ്ടും ദേദഗതി ചെയ്യുന്ന 
തിനുളള ഒരു ആക്റ്. 

പീഠിക, -1960 - ലെ കേരള പ്ലാൻറഷൻ നികുതി ആക്ററ് ഇതിനുശേഷം 
കാണുന്ന ആവശ്യത്തിനായി വീണ്ടും ചേദഗതി ചെയ്യുന്നത് യുക്തമായിരിക്ക 
യാൽ; 

ഇൻഡ്യൻ റിപ്പബ്ലിക്കിന്റെ മുപ്പത്തിഒന്നാം സംവൽസരത്തിൽ താഴെപ്പറയും 
പ്രകാരം നിയമമുണ്ടാക്കുന്നു : 

1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേര്. ഈ ആക്ററിനം കേരള പ്ലാൻറഷൻ നികുതി 
( ഭേദഗതി) ആ ക° o. , 1980 എന്ന് പേർ പായാം. 

2. 14 -ാം വകുപ്പിൻറ ഭേദഗതി. - 1960 - ലെ കേരള പ്ലാന്റേഷൻ ടാക്സ 
ആക്ററ് ( 1960- ലെ 17) ( ഇതിനുശേഷം ( പധാന 

ആക്റ എന്നാണ 
പരാമർശിക്കപ്പെടുക) 

| Iാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൽ “ ഒൻപതു ശതമാനം എന്ന 
വാക്കുകൾക്കുപകരം “പ്രിന്തണ്ടു ശതമാനം ” എന്ന്ചേർക്കേണ്ടതുമാണ്. 
G. 1764 


g 


3. 1ാം പട്ടികയ്ക്ക് പകരം പുതിയ പട്ടിക ർക്കൽ.-- പ ധ മ ന 
ആക° ററിൽ 1 -ാം പട്ടികയക്കുപകരം, താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന പട്ടിക പകരം ചേർക്കപ്പെട്ട 
തായും അവയ ക്ക് 1980 ആഗസ്ററ് 1 -ാം തീയതിമുതൽ പ്രാബല്യമുളളതാ യും 
കരുതേണ്ടതാണ്, അതായത്: 

പട്ടിക 1 
(വകുപ്പ് 3 (1) നോക്കുക) 
പാൻറഷൻ നികുതിയുടെ നിരക്കുകൾ 


നിരക്കും 
1. ഒരു വ്യക്തി മൊത്തം കൈവശംവച്ചിരിക്കുന്ന 

തോട്ടത്തിന്റെ വിസ്തീർണ്ണം രണ്ടു ഹെക്റ 
റിൽ കൂടുതൽ അല്ലാത്തപ്പോൾ 

ഇല്ല 
2. ഒരു വ്യക്തി മൊത്തം കൈവശം വച്ചിരിക്കുന്ന 

തോട്ടത്തിൻറെ വിസ്തീർണ്ണം രണ്ടു ഹെക്ററ 
റിൽ കൂടുതലാണെങ്കിൽ 
( എ ) ആദ്യത്തെ രണ്ടു ഹെക്റററിൻമേൽ 
( ബി ) അടുത്ത രണ്ടു ഹെക്റററിൻമേൽ 

ഹെക്റർ ഒന്നിന് 

ഇരുപതു രൂപ 
( സി ) അടുത്ത പതിനാല് ഹെക്റ്റററിൻമേൽ ഹക ററർ ഒന്നിന് 

അമ്പതു രൂപ 
( ഡി ) ശേഷിക്കുന്ന വിസ്തീർണ്ണത്തിന് 

ഹെക്റർ ഒന്നിന 
എഴുപതു രൂപ 


ഭരിത്തർ ° 0) 

പി , ജഗദമ്മ , 
അഡീഷണൽ ഹൈഡം (ടാൻസ്ലറാർ . 
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கோள அாக 


சட்ட ( சட்டம் இயற்றல் பி ) துறை 

அரீவி என் 
எண் 3441-சட்டமியற்றல் ( 92) / 79,சட்டம் 

1979 மார்ச் 291 
திருவனந்தபுரம் , 

1901 சைத்திரா 8 
கேரள மாநில சட்டமன்றத்தின் கீழ்க்காணும் சட்டம் பொதுத் தகவலுக்கென 
இதன் மூலம் பிரசுரம் செய்யப்படுகின்றது . சட்டமன்றப் பேரவையினால் நிறை 
வேற்றப்பட்ட மசோதாவுக்கு 1979 மார்ச் 28 - ம் நாளன்று ஆளுநரின் ஒப்புதல் 
கிடைக்கப்பெற்றது . 

ஆளுநர் ஆணைப்படி , 
கெ . விஸ்வநாதன் நாயர் , 
சட்டச் செயலாளர் 


The Silent Valley Protected Arra (Protection of Ecological Balance) 


Act, 1979 


1979- ன் 14 -வது சட்டம் 
1979 - ன் சைலன்ட் வாலி பாதுகாப்புப் பகக ( காவரங்கள் மற்றும் 

உ J.14 M கள் இயற்கைச் சூழல பராமரிப்பு சட்டம 


கேரள மாநிலத்தில் பாலக்காடு மாவட்டத்திலுள்ள மண்ணார் காடு தாலுகா 
வில் உள்ள சைலன்ட் வாலி நீர் மின்திட்டப் பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியில் உள்ள 
தாவங்கள் மற்றும் உயிரினங்களின் இயற்கைச் சூழல் பராமரிப்புக்காகச் சில 
நடவடிக்கைகள் மற்றும் பாதுகாப்பு முறைகளுக்கு வகை செய்வதற்கான ஒரு 
சட்டம், 

கோற்றுவாய்.-- கேரள மா நிலத்தில் பாலக்காடு மாவட்டத்திலுள்ள 
மண்ணார்காடு தாலுகாவில் உள்ள சைலன்ட் வாலி நீ மின் திட்டப் பாதுகாப்புப் 
பகுதியில் உள்ள தாவரங்கள் மற்றும் உயிரினங்களின் இயற்கைச் 

சூழல் 
பராமரிப்புக்காகச் சில நடவடிக்கை மற்றும் பாதுகாப்பு முறைகளுக்கும் அதனைச் 
சார்ந்துள்ள அத்துடன் இணைந்த சில காரியங்களுக்கும் வகை செய்யவேண்டியது 
தேவையென்பதாலும் , 

இந்தியக்குடியரசின் முப்பதாவது ஆண்டில் இது பின்வருமாறு சட்டமாக்கப் 
படட்டும் : 

1. சுருக்கத் தவப்பு.-- இந்தச் சட்டம் 1979 - ன் சைலன்ட் வாலி பாதுகாப்புப் 
பகுதி (தாவரங்கா மற்றும் உயிரினங்களின் இயற்கைச் சூழல் பராமரிப்பு ) 
சட்டம் என அழைக்கப்படலாம் . 

2 . சொற்பொருள் விளக்கங்கள்.- இந்தச் சட்டத்தில் சந்தர்ப்பம் மாறாகத் 
தேவைப்பட்டாலன்றி , 

G. 1129/ V . 
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( எ ) " கமிட்டி ” எனில் , பிரிவு 3 - ன் கீழ் அமைக்கப்பட்ட சைலன்ட் வாலி 
சூழல் அறிவுரைக் கமிட்டி என்று பொருட்படும் : 

( பி ) " முழு அளவு எல்லை ” எனில் , திட்டத்தின் பூரண நீர்த்தேக்க எல்லை 
என்று பொருட்படும் ; 

( சி ) “ அறிவரைச் செயல்கள் ” எனில் பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியின் சூழ் நிலை 
மற்றும் அதனில் ஏற்படும் மாற்றங்கள் சம்பந்தமான அடிப்படை விவரங்கள் 
சேகரித்தல் , ஈர்த்தல் மற்றும் அறிதல் முதலானவற்றுக்கான செயல்கள் எனப் 
பொருட்படும் ; 

( ம ) " அறிவுரை நிலையம் ” எனில் , பிரிவு 4 - ன் கீழ் நிறுவப்பட்ட ஒரு 
அறிவுரை நிலையம் எனப் பொருட்படும் ; 

( இ ) " அறிவுரைக் குழு " எனில் , பிரிவு 4 - ன் கீழ் அரசினால் நியமிக்கப் 
பட்ட அறிவுரைக் குழு எனப் பொருட்படும் ; 

( எப்) “ குறிப்பிடப்பட்ட ” எனில் , இந்தச் சட்டத்தின் கீழ் உருவாக்கப் 
பட்ட விதிகளின் மூலம் குறிப்பிடப்பட்டவை எனப் பொருட்படும் ; 

( ஜி ) “ திட்டம் " எனில் , மா நிலத்தில் பாலக்காடு மாவட்டத்தில் 
மண்ணார் காடு தாலுகாவில் உள்ள சைலன்ட் வாலி நீர்மின் திட்டம் எனப் 
பொருட்படும் : 

( எச்) " திட்டப்பகுதி " எனில் , முழுச் சக்தி எல்லைக்குக் கீழே உள்ள 
நீருக்கடியில் இருக்கும் பகுதி , திட்ட அணைக்கான இடம், உள்ளிழுக்கும் சக்தி 
மற்றும் அதனோடிணைந்த பணிகள் மற்றும் திட்டம் நிறைவேற்றுவதற்கும் செயல் 
படுத்தவும் தேவைப்படக்க டிய கமிட்டியிடமும், திட்ட அதிகாரியிடமும் கலந்தா 
லோசத்து கெசட்டில் விளம்பரம் செய்வதன் மூலம் அரசு குறிப்பிடக்கூடிய 
பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியினுள இருக்கும் வேறு பகுதிகள் எனவும் பொருட்படும் ; 

( ஐ ) திட்ட அதிகாரி எனில் , கேரள மின் வாரியம் அல்லது கெசட்டில் 
விளம்பரம் செய்வதன் மூலம் இதற்கென அரசு குறிப்பிடக்கூடிய அத்தகைய 
வேறு அதிகாரி எனப் பொருட்படும் ; 

( ஜெ ) “ பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதி ” எனில், 1962 - ன் கேரள வனச் சட்டத்தின் 
கீழ் (1962 - ன 4 ) அறிவிக்கப்பட்ட சைலன்ட் வாலி பாதுகாப்பு வனத்தில் 
உட்பட்ட பகுதி எனப் பொருட்படும் ; 

( கெ ) இந்தச் சட்டத்தில் பயன்படுத்தப்பட்டு விளக்கப்படாததும் , 
ஆனால் 1962 - ன் கேரள வனச் சட்டத்தில் (1962 - ன் 4 ) விளக்கப்பட்டுள்ளது மான 
சொற்கள் மற்றும் சொற்றொடர்களுக்கு அச்சட்டத்தில் முறையே அவைகளுக்குக் 
கொடுக்கப்பட்ட பொருளுடையவையாகும் . 

3. கமிட்டியின் அமைப்பும் அலுவல்களும்.- ( I ) அரசு, கெசட்டில் 
விளம்பரம் செய்வதன் மூலம் சூழ்நிலைத் திட்டம் மற்றும் ஒருங்கிணைப்பு பற்றிய 
தேசீய கமிட்டியுடன் கலந்தாலோசித்து இந்தச் சட்டத்தின் கீழ் கமிட்டியின் 
அதிகாரங்களைப் பயன் படு ததவும் அலுவல்களை நிறைவேற்றவும் “ சைலன்ட் வாலி 
சூழல் அறிவுரைக் கமிட்டி ” என அழைக்கப்படும் ஒரு கமிட்டியை அமைக்க 
வேண்டும் . 

( 2 ) கமிட்டியின் அலுவல்களாவன. 

( எ ) திட்டத்தின் சூழல் விளைவுகள் பற்றியும் , பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியின் 
இயற்கைச் சூழல் பற்றியும் ஆலோசனை கூறுவதற்கான அறிவுரை நல்கல் ; 
மற்றும் 
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( 9 ) இந்தச் சட்டத்தில் வலை செய்யப்பட்டுள்ள சூழல் பாதுகாப்புகளை 
நிறைவேற்றுவதை உறுதி செய்தல் , 

ஆகியவையாகும் . 

4. அறிவுரை நிலையங்கள் நிறுவுதல்.- ( 1 ) அரசு கமிட்டியின் பரிந்துரையின் 
மேல் , அந்த இடத்திலேயே அறிவுரையளிப்பதை நிறைவேற்றும் பொருட்டு 
பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியில் ஒன்றோ அதைவிட அதிகமா அறிவுரை நிலையம் அல்லது 
நிலையங்கள் நிறுவவேண்டும் . 

( 2 ) அறிவுரையளித்தல் , கமிட்டியின் பரிந்துரையின் மேல் அரசினால் 
நியமிக்கப்படக் கூடிய ஒரு அறிவுரைக் குழுவினால் நிறை வேற்றப்படவேண்டூம் . 

( 3 ) அறிவுரைக் கும். அரசு நிச்சயிக்கின்ற குறிப்படப்பட்ட தகுதி 
உடைய அத்தகைய எண்ணிக்கையிலான உறுப்பினர்கள் அடங்கிய தாக இருக்க 
வேண்டும் . என்பதுடன் சூழல் திட்டம் மற்றும் இணைப்புக்கான தேசீய 
கமிட்டியின் பிரதிநிதிகள் அடங்கியதாகவும் இயக்கவேண்டும் . 

( 4 ) அறிவுரைக் குழு இந்தச் சட்டத்தின் கீழ் அதன் அலுவல்களை நிறை 
வேற்றுகையில் கமிட்டியினால் அதற்கு நல்கப்படும் அத்தகைய உத்தரவுகள் 
மற்றும் அறிவுரைகளைக் கடைப்பிடிக்கவேண்டும் . 

5. கமிட்டி முதலானவற்றின் செலவுகள்.-- கமிட்டி , அறிவுரைக் குழு . 
அறிவுரை நிலையம் மற்றும் அறிவுரையளித்தல் முதலானவற்றுக்கான செலவுகளை 
அரசு ஏற்றுக் கொள்ளவேண்டும் . 

6. பாதுகாப்புப் பகுகியில் ரோடுகள் மற்றும் காலனிகள் கட்டுவதில் 
கட்டுப்பாடு.- ( I ) முழு எலலையுடன் இணந்த அலலது எல்லையனுள அல்லது 
திட்டப் பகுதியில் தவிர பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியில் ரோடுகள் கட்டப்படக்கூடாது . 

( 2 ) துணைப்பிரிவு ( 1)-ன் ஏற்பாடுகளுக்குட்பட்டு , திட்டம் சம்பந்தமாக 
பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியில் ரோடுகள் கட்டப்படுவதற்கும் அது சம்பந்தப்பட்ட 
பணியில் ஈடுபட்டுள்ள அதன் ஊழியர் -தொகுசி . தொழிலாளிகள் மற்றும் வேறு 
நபர்களின் போக்குவரத்திற்கும் திட்ட அதிகாரி பொறுப்புடையவராவார் . 

( 3 ) பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியினுள் திட்டப்பணி நிறைவேற்றுவதற்குத் 
தேவையான காலனிகள் , ஊழியர் வசிப்பிடங்கள் . அலுவலகங்கள் , பணிமனைகள் 
மற்றும் அத்தியாவசிய சர் வீசுக்கான பிற வேலைகள் கட்டுதல் மற்றும் நிறை 
வேற்றுதல் கீழ்க்காணும் கட்டுப்பாடுகளுக்குட்பட்டவையாக இருக்கவேண்டும் , 
அவையாவன : 

( எ ) அந்த நோக்கத்திற்காகத் தேர்ந்தெடுக்கப்படும் மனையிடம் 
குறைந்த அளவு வனம் அழித்தலுக்குட்பட்டதாக இருக்கவேண்டும் ; மற்றும் 

( பி ) கமிட்டியினால் தீர்மானிக்கப்படக்கூடிய , நோக்கத்திற்குத் தேவை 
யான குறைந்த பகுதி மட்டுமே பயன்படுத்தப்படவேண்டும் . 

( 4 ) கமிட்டியுடன் கலந்தாலோசியாமல் முழு எல்லைக்கு வெளியிலோ 
- அல்லது திட்டப்பகுதிக்கு வெளியிலோ இத்தகைய எந்தக் காலனியும் நிறுவப்படக் 
கூடாது. 
7 . வனங்களை 

வெட்டி அழிப்பதில் கட்டுப்பாடு, - முழு எல்லையினுள் 
உள்ளவையோ அல்லது திட்டப் பசதியினுள் உள்ளவையோ தவிர பாதுகாப்புப் 
பகுதியில் எந்த வனமும் வெட்டி அழிக்கப்படக்கூடாது . 
K. மேயவிடுகல் , பயிர் செய்தல் முதலானவற்றின் மீதான கட்டுப்பாடு. 

திட்டப்பணியில் ஈடுபட்டுள்ள எந்த நபரும பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியில் கால் 
நடைகளையோ அல்லது ஆடுகளையோ வளர்க்கவோ அல்லது வேறு மிருகங்களை 
மேய்வதற்கு நுழையவிடவோ கூடாது . 
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அளவில் தங்க 


( 2) துணைப்பிரிவு (1)-ல் குறிப்பிடப்பட்டுள்ள எந்த நபரும் திட்ட 
அதிகாரியின் முன் அனுமதியின்றி , எந்த நபரும் பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியில் உள்ள 
எந்க நிலத்திலும் பயிர்செய்யவோ அல்லது பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியில் தற்காலிக 
மாகவோ அல்லது நிலையாகவோ ஏதேனும் கட்டிடம் எழுப்பவோ கூடாது . 

9 . சுரங்கம் கோண்டு தன் முகலானவற்றுக்குக் கட்டுப்பாடு.- (I ) எந்த 
நபரும் , முழு எலலயினுள இருக்கு பகுதியிலோ அல . து அதிலிருந்தோ அல்லது 
திட்டப் பகுதியிலோ அல்லது அதிலிருந்தோ தவிர பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியில் 
சுரங்கம் தோண்டவோ அல்லது அதிலிருந்து கல் அல்லது மண் தோண்டி 
எடுக்கவோ கூடாது . 

( 2) திட்ட அதிகாரி , பாதுகாப்புப் பகு கியினுள் இருக்கும் சுரங்கங் 
களிலும், வளைக்குழிகளிலும் மற்றும் பணி மற்றும் மனை யிடங்களிலும் தேவையான 
எல்லா மண்வளப் பாதுகாப்பு வகைகளும் செய்யவேண்டும். 
10. பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியில் பணியாளர் கொக்கியினை மிகக் குறைந்த 

அனுபதி + த -.- ( 1 ) திட்டப்ப. allகள பூாத்தியான பின் திட்ட 
அதிகாரியினால் நிரணயி + கப்படக்கூடிய 

திட்டத்தின் பேணு தல் பணிக்குத் 
தேவையான மிகக் குறைவான எண்ணிக்கையில் உள்ள பணியாளர் தொகுதியினை 
பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியில் தங்குவதற்கு அனுமதிக்கலாம் . 

( 2 ) துணப்பிரிவு (1 )-ன் கீழ் பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியில் தங்க அனுமதிக்கப் 
பட்டுள்ள ஒரு நபர் , 
( - ) வனங்களில் 

கால்நடைகளையோ ஆடுகளையோ வளர்க்கவோ 
அல்லது வேறு ஏதேனும் மிருகத்தை மேயவிடவோ கூடாது . 

( பி ) எந்த நிலத்திலும் பயிர்செய்யக்கூடாது . 
11. தீய ணப்பு முறைகளில் உதவவதற்கான குறிப்பிட்ட சில நபர்களின் 
கடமைகள்.- பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியில் தட்டப்பணிகளில் ஈடுபட்டுள்ள எல்லா 
நபர்களும் பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியில் தங்க அனுமதிக்கப்பட்டுள் ள 
நபர்களும் பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியில் உள்ள வனங்களை தீயிலிருந்து பாதுகாக்க 
வேண்டு மென ஏதேனும் வன அதிகாரி தேவைப்பட்டால் அவவாறு பாதுகாக்கும் 
முறைகளில் அவருக்கு உதவி செய்யவேண்டும் . 
12. திட்ட அதிகாரி நில 

செய்தல் மற்றும் வேறு பணிகள் 
செய்வதில கட்டுப்பா .--திட்ட அதிகாரி , அறிவுரைக் குழுவன் முன் ஒப்புத 
லில்லாமல் முழு எல்லைக்கு வெளியே உள்ள பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியில் செய்யப்படத் 
தேவையான எந்த நில அளவையும் அல்லது அதுபோன்ற வேறு பணிகளும் 
செய்யக் கூடாது . 

13 . அடையாளச் சீட்டுகள்.-- (1 ) திட்ட அதிகாரியினால் அல்லது ஏதேனும் 
வன அதிகாரியினால் அல்லது கமிட்டியினால் இதற்கென அதிகாரமளிக்கப்பட்ட 
வேறு அலுவலரால் வழங்கப்பட்ட அடையாளச் சீட்டு அல்லது அனுமதிச் சீட்டு 
இல்லாமல் எந்த நபரும் பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியினுள் நுழையக்கூடாது . 

( 2 ) தணைப்பிரிவு (1 )-ன் கீழ் அடையாளச் சீட்டு அல்லது அனுமதிச் 
ஓட்டு வழங்குதல் குறிப்பிடப்படக்கூடிய அத்தகைய கட்டுப்பாடுகள் மற்றும் 
நிபந்தனைகளுக்குட்பட்டிருக்கவேண்டும் . 
- 14 . வனங்களில் உள்ள மரங்கள் நஷ்டப்படுவதற்கான நஷ்ட பரிகார 
நடவடிச்கைகள் , தட்ட அதகாரி , திட்டத்தின் நோக்கத்திற்காக மரங்கள் 
வெட்டப்பட்ட வனங்களில் உள்ள பகுதிக்குச் சமமான பகுதியின் நஷ்ட ஈடான 


எல்லா 


அளவை 


வனம் வளர்ச்சிக்கான நிதிக்கு வகை செய்யவும் கேரள வனத்துறையின் முடிவுக்கு 
விடவும் வேண்டும் என்பதுடன் இத்தகைய நிதி அப்பகுதியிலுள்ள மரங்களை 
வெட்டி அழிப்பதற்கு முன் வகை செய்யப்படவேண்டும் . 

15. அதிகாரிகளையும் வேறு ஊழியர்களையும் நியமித்தல்.- ( 1 ) இந்தச் 
சட்டத்தின் கீழ் கமிட்டி அதன் அதிகாரங்களைப் பயபைடுத்துவதற்கும் அதன் 
அலுவல்களை நிறைவேற்றுவதற்கும் அதற்கு - தவி செய்யும் பொருட்டு அரசு , 
குறிப்பிடப்பட்ட முறையில் அத்தகைய எண்ணிக்கையிலான அதிகாரிகளையும் 
ஊழியர்களையும் நியமிக்கலாம் 

16. குற்றங்கள் செய்வதைத் தடுப்பதற்கான அதிகாரம்.- ( ! ) ஒவ்வொரு 
வன அதிகாரியும் மற்றும் இதற்கென அரசினால் அதிகாரமளிக் ப்பட்ட ஒவ்வொரு 
அலுவலரும் இந்தச் சட்டத்தின் கீழ் எரிதலும் குற்றம் செய்வதைத் தடை 
செய்யவும் தடை செய்யும் காரியத்தில் ஈடுபடவும் வேண்டும் என்பதுடன் 
பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதியிலிருந்து எல்லாக் குடியேற்றக்காரர்களையும் ஆக்கிரமிப் 
பாளர்களையும் வெளியேற்றவும் அப்பகுதியினுள் . மைக்கப்பட்ட ஏகேனும் 
குடில்களையோ அல்லது வேறு அமைப்புக்களையோ அழிக்கவோ 

அல்லது 
இடிக்கவோ செய்யவும் அவர்களுக்கு அதிகாரம் உண்டு. 

( 2 ) வன அதிகாரிகள் மற்றும் தலைப்பிரிவு (1) -ன் கீழ் அதிகாரமளிக்கப் 
பட்ட வேறு அலுவலர்கள் இந்தச் சட்டத்தின் கீழ் விசாரணை நடத்துவதில் 
அல்லது குற்றங்களைத் தடுப்பதில் மற்றும் சான்றுகள் சேகரிப்பதில் போலீஸ் 
அதிகாரிகளின் அதிகாரங்கள் உடையவர்களாக இருப்பர் . 

17. தண்டங்கள்.- எந்த நபரேனும் இந்தச் சட்டத்தின் ஏகேனும் 
ஏற்பாடுகளை மீறினால் , மூன்று வருடங்கள் வரையிலான சிறைத் தண்டனை 
யுடனோ அல்லது ஆயிரம் ரூபாய் வரையிலான அபராதத்துடனோ அல்லது இரு 
விதத்திலுமோ தண்டிக்கப்படவேண்டும் . 

18 . வழக்குகளை விசாரணை செய்தல்.--சந்த நீதிமன்றமும் இந்தச் 
சட்டத்தின் கீழ் தண்டனைக்குரிய எந்தக சற்றத்கையும் , வன அதிகாரியா 
அல்லது இதற்கென அரசினால் அதிகாரமளிக்கப் பட்ட வேறு அலு - லரால் அந்தக் 
குற்றம் சம்பந்தமாக எழுத்து மூலம் கொடுக்கப்படுகின்ற காரியங்கள் அடங்கிய 
அறிக்கை மீதல்லாமல் , விசாரணைக்கு எடுத்துக்கொள்ளக்கூடாது. 

19. கமிட்டியின் உறுப்பினர் முதலானார் பொது ஊழியர்களாக இருக்தல் , 
கமிட்டியின் உறுப்பினர்களும் அதன் அலுவலர்களும் ஊழியர்களும் மற்றும் 
அறிவுரைக் குழுவின் உறுப்பினர்கள் முதலானோர் இந்திய தண்டனை விதித் 
தொகுப்பின் (1860- ன் மத்தியச் சட்டம் 45 ) பிரிவு 21- ன் பொருளுக்குட்பட்டுப் 
பொது ஊழியர்களாகக் கருதப்படவேண்டும் . 

20. நல்லெண்ணக்துடன் செய்ப்பட்ட செயலுக்குப் பாதுகாப்பு.- 
இந்தச் சட்டத்தின் படி யோ அல்லது அதன் கீழ் உருவாக்கப்பட்ட விதிகளின் 
படியோ நல்லெண்ணத்துடன் செய்யப்பட்ட அல்லது செய்யக் கருதப்பட்ட எந்தச் 
செயலுக்காக எந்த நபருக்கெதிராகவும் எவ்விதமான வழக்கோ குற்றச்சாட்டோ 
அல்லது சட்ட நடவடிக்கையோ தாக்கல் செய்யப்படக்கூடாது . 

21. விதிகள் உருவாக்குவதற்கான அதிகாரம் .- (1 ) அரசு, கமிட்டியுடன் 
கலந்தாலோசித்தும், கெசட்டில் விளம்பரம் செய்வதன்மூலமும் இந்தச் 
சட்டத்தின் ஏற்பாடுகளை நிறைவேற்றுவதற்கென விதிகள் உருவாக்கலாம் . 
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( 2 ) இந்தச் சட்டத்தின் கீழ் உருவாக்கப்படும் எல்லா விதிகளும் அவை 
உருவாக்கப்பட்டவுடன் தானே சட்டமனறப் பேரவை கூட்டத்தொடரில் 
இருக்கும்போது ஒரே கூட்டத் தொடரிலோ அல்லது தொடர்ந்து வரும் இரு 
கூட்டத் தொடர்களிலாகவோ மொத்தம் பதினான்கு நாட்கள் சட்டமன்றப் 
பேரவை முன் வைக்கப்படவேண்டும் என்பதுடன் அவ்வாறு வைக்கப்பட்டக் 
கூட்டத் தொடர் அல்லது தொடர்ந்துவரும் . கூட்டத் தொடர் முடிவுறும் 
முன்னர் சட்டமன்றப் பேரவை அவ்விதிகளில் ஏதேனும் மாற்றம் ஏற்படுத்தினால் 
அல்லது அவை நிறைவேற்றப்படவேண்டாமெனத் தீர்மானித்தால் அதன் பின் , 
அதது காரியத்திலாவது போல் , அவவிதிகள் அவ்வாறு மாற்றப்பட்டவாறே 
நிறைவேற்றப்படும் , அல்லது நிறைவேறுதாக்கப்படும் . எனவே எவ்வாறாயினும் 
அத்தகைய மாற்றம் அல்லது தள்ளுபடி அவ்விதியின் கீழ் முன்னர் செய்யப்பட்ட 
எந்தச் செயலின் செல்லுபடியாகும் தன்மைக்கும் குந்தகம் விளைவிக்காததாக 
இருக்கவேண்டும் . 

22. சட்டநீக்கங்களும் தவிர்ப்பும்.- (1 ) 1978 - ன் சைலன்ட் வாலி 
பாதுகாப்புப் பகுதி (த வரங்கள் மற்றும் உயிரினங்களின் இயற்கைச் சூழல் 
பராமரிப்பு ) அவசரச் சட்டம் (1979 - ன் 31 ) இதன் மூலம் நீக்கம் செய்யப் 
படுகிறது. 

( 2 ) இவ்வாறு நீக்கம் செய்யப்பட்டுள்ளபோதிலும் மேற்கூறிய அவசரச் 
சட்டத்தின் கீழ் செய்யப்பட்ட எந்தச் செயலும் , அல்லது மேற்கொள்ளப்பட்ட, 
எந்த நடவடிக்கையும் இச்சட்டம் 1978 டிசம்பர் 30- ம் நாளன்று அமலுக்கு 
வந்ததாகக் கொண்டு அதன் கீழ் செய்யப்பட்டச் செயலாக அல்லது மேற் 
கொள்ளப்பட்ட நடவடிககையாகக் கருதப்படவேண்டும் . 


Kerala Gazette No. 2 dated 13th January 1931 . 
PART I 

Section H 
கேரள அரசு 
சட்ட (சட்டமியற்றல் - சி ) துறை 

அறிக்கை 
எண் . 13938-சட்டமியற்றல் சி 3-79/ சட்டம் . 

1979 நவம்பர் 31 
திருவனந்தபுரம் , 

1901 கார்த்திகா 12 
கேரள சட்டமன்றத்தின் பின் வரும் சட்டம் பொதுத் தகவலுக்கென இதனால் 
பிரசுரிக்கப்படுகிறது. சட்டமன்றப் பேரவையினால் நிறை வேற்றப்பட்ட மசோதா 
விற்கு 1979 நவம்பர் 2 -வது நாள் குடியரசுத் தலைவரின் ஒப்புதல் கிடைக்கப் 
பெற்றது . 

ஆளுநர் ஆணைப்படி , 
பி . எ . ஸ்ரீனிவாசன் , 
கூட்டுச் செயலாளர் . 


Th : Industrial Disputes ( Kerala Amendinent) Act, 1979 . 

1979 - ன் 30- வது சட்டம் 
1979 - ன் தொழில் தகராறுகள் ( கேரள திருத்த ) சட்டம் 
கேரள மாநிலத்திற்கு பொருந்தும் வகையில் 1947- ன் தொழில் தகராறுகள் 
சட்டத் தினை மேலும் திருத்துவதற்கான ஒரு சட்டம் . 

தோற்றுவாய். - 1947 - ன் தொழில் தகராறுகள் சட்டத்தினை (1947- * 
மத்தியச் சட்டம் 14 ) கேரள மாநிலத்திற்குப் பொருந்தும் வகையில் , இதன் பின் 
வரும் நோக்கங்களுக்காக , மேலும் திருத்துவது உகந்ததாகையால் ; 

இது இந்தியக் குடியரசின் முப்பதாவது வருடத்தில் பின்வருமாறு சட்ட 
மாக்கப்படட்டும் : 

1. சுருக்கத் தலைப்பும் வியாபகமும்.- ( 1 ) இச் சட்டம் 1979- ன் தொழில் 
தகராறுகள் ( கேரள திருத்த) சட்டம் என்று அழைக்கப்படலாம் . 

( 2 ) இது கேரள மாநிலம் முழுவதும் வியாபிக்கின்றது . 
2. 10 பி . எனும் புதிய பிரிவு புகுத்தப்படல்.- (இதன் பின்னர் முதற் 
சட்டம் என்று குறிப்பிடப்படும் ) 1947- ன் தொழில் தகராறுகள் சட்டத்தின் 
(1947- ன் மத்தியச் சட்டம் 14) பிரிவு 10 எ - க்குப் பின்னர் , கீழ்க்காணும் பிரிவு 
புகுத்தப்படவேண்டும் , அதாவது : -- 

“ 10 பி . தகராறுகள் முடிவு செய்யப்படாதிருக்கையில் பணிவரையறைகள் 
மற்றும் நிபந்தனைகள் சமபந்தமாக ஆணைகள வழங்கும் அதிகாரம் . - 1) பிரிவு 
10 - ன் துணைப்பிரிவு ( 1 )-ன் கீழ் ஒரு தொழில் நீதி மன்றம் 

தீர்ப்பாயத் 
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திற்கு அரசினால் ஒரு தொழில் தகராறு குறிப்பீடு செய்யப்பட்டிருக்குமிடத்தும் 
அந்த அரசின் கருத்தில் , பொது நலன் அல்லது வசதி அல்லது பொது அமைதி 
அல்லது சமூகத்தின் வாழ்க்கைக்குத் தேவையான விநியோகம் அல்லது 
சேவைகளைப் பேணுதல் இதனைக் காக்க அல்லது அத்தகைய குறிப்பீடு சம்பந்தப் 
பட்ட நிறுவனத்தில் வேலை வாய்ப்பு அல்லது தொழில் அமைதியினைப் பேண 
அவ்வாறு செய்வது தேவையென அல்லது உகந்தது என கருதுவதாயின் அது . 
பொது அல்லது தனி ஆணை வாயிலாக , 

( எ ), முதலாளியால், தொழிலாளியாக இருக்கின்ற அல்லது இருந்துள்ள 
ஏதேனும் நபருக்கு பணம் நல்கப்படுவது உட்பட இந்த ஆணையில் குறிப்பிடப் 
படக்கூடிய அல்லது ஆணை அனுசரித்து தீர்மானிக்கப்படக்கூடிய அத்தகைய 
வேலை நிபந்தனைகள் மற்றும் வரையறைகளை அனுசரிக்க முதலாளிகள் அல்லது 
தொழிலாளிகள் அல்லது இரு சாராரையும் தேவைப்படுகின்ற ; 

( பி ) ஆணையில் குறிப்பிடுகின்ற அத்தகைய வரையறைகள் மற்றும் 
நிபந்தனைகள் மீது ஏதேனும் பொதுப் பயன் சர்வீசினை நிறுத்தாமல் அல்லது 
நிறுத்தி வைக்காமல் மற்றும் வேலை செய்ய அல்லது தொடர்ந்து வேலை செய்யத் 
தேவைப்படுகின்ற ; மற்றும் 

( சி ) இந்த ஆணையின் நோக்கங்களுக்காகத் தேவையென அல்லது 
உகந்ததெனத் தோன்றுகின்ற ஏதேனும் இணைந்த அல்லது அனுபந்தக் காரியத் 
திற்காக.- 

ஏற்பாடு உண்டுபண்ணலாம் : 

எனினும் , இந்த துணைப்பிரிவின் கீழ் உண்டுபண்ணப்பட்ட ஆணை , அந்த 
ஆணையின் தேதிக்கு நேர் முன்னர் மூன்று மாதங்களுக்குள் எச்சமயத்திலும் 
அவர்களுக்குப் பொருந்தக்கூடியவை தவிர தொழிலாளர்களுக்கு 

குறைவாக 
அனுகூலமான பணிவரையறைகளையும் நிபந்தனைகளையும் அனுசரிக்க ஏதேனும் 
முதலாளியை தேவைப்படக்கூடாது . 
விளக்கம் .-- இந்தத் துணைப்பிரிவின் நோக்கங்களுக்காக “ பொது நலப் பணி " 

எனில் - 
( i ) ஒரு தொழில் நிறுவனத்தின் ஏதேனும் பிரிவு என்பதுடன் அதன் 

வேலையில் நிறுவனத்தின் பாதுகாப்பு அல்லது அதனில் வேலை 

பார்க்கும் தொழிலாளர்களின் பாதுகாப்பு சார்ந்து இருக்கிறது , 
( ii) பொதுமக்களுக்கு மின்சாரம் , வெளிச்சம் , அல்லது நீர் விநியோகம் 

செய்கின்ற ஏதேனும் தொழில் ; 
(iii ) இந்தச் சட்டத்தின் நோக்கங்களுக்காக பொதுநலப் பணி 

மாநில அரசினால் அறிவிக்கப்பட்டுள்ள ஏதேனும் தொழில் 

எனப் பொருட்படும் . 
( 2 ) துணைப் பிரிவு (1 )-ன் கீழ் உண்டுபண்ணப்பட்ட ஒரு ஆணை இந்த 
ஆணைத் தேதியிலிருந்து ஆறு மாத காலம் முடிவடையும்போது அல்லது அதது 
காரியத்திலாவதுபோன்று தொழில் நீதி மன்றத்தின் அல்லது தீர்ப்பாயத்தின் 
தீர்ப்பு தேதியில், இதனில் எது முந்தியுள்ளதோ அந்தத் தேதியில் , செயல்படுவது 
நின்றுவிடும் . 

( 3) துணைப்பிரிவு (1 ) -ன் கீழ் ஒரு ஆணை அனுசரித்து ஏதேனும் நபருக்கு 
ஒரு முதலாளி நல்கியுள்ள ஏதேனும் பணம், அதது காரியத்திலாவது போன்று 
தொழில் நீதிமன்றம் அல்லது தீர்ப்பாயத்தினால் நிறைவேற்றப்பட்ட ஏதேனும் 
தீர்ப்பின் ஏற்பாடுகளின் கீழ் அந்த 

நபருக்கு உரிய தாகின்ற 

ஏதேனும் 
பொருளாதார அனுகூலத்திலிருந்து அந்த முதலாளியால் வசூலிக்கப்படலாம் . " 


என 


3 


( 29 எ . 


3. 29 எ . எனும் புதிய பிரிவு புகுத்தப்படல்.-- முதற் சட்டத்தின் பிரிவு 
29-க்குப் பின்னர் கீழ்க்காணும் பிரிவு புகுத்தப்படவேண்டும் , அதாவது : 

பிரிவு 10 பி - யின் கீழ் வெளியிடப்பட்ட ஆணையினை அனு சரிக் 
காமைக்குத் தண்டம்.- பிரிவு 10 பி - யின் துணைப்பிரிவு (1)-ன் கீழ் உண்டுபண்ணப் 
பட்ட ஏதேனும் ஆணையில் அடங்கிய ஏதேனும் ஏற்பாட்டினை அனுசரிக்க 
ஏதேனும் நபர் தவறுவாராயின் , அவர் ஆறு மாதங்களுக்குக் குறையாத காலத் 
திற்குரிய சிறைத் தண்டனை அது ஒரு வருடத்திற்கு நீடிக்கப்படலாம் , மற்றும் 
அபராதத்துடன் தண்டிக்கப்படுவார் . ” 
4. இரத்தாதலும் தவிர்ப்பும்.- ( 1 ) 1979 - ன் தொழில் 

தகராறுகள் 
( கேரள திருத்த ) அவசரச் சட்டம் (1979- ன் 11) இதனால் ரத்து செய்யப்படு 
கிறது . 

( 2 ) அவ்வாறு ரத்து செய்யப்பட்டபோதிலும் மேற்சொன்ன அவசரச் 
சட்டத்தினால் திருத்தப்பட்ட முதற் சட்டத்தின் கீழ் செய்யப்பட்ட ஏதேனும் 
காரியம் 

அல்லது மேற்கொள்ளப்பட்ட ஏதேனும் செயல் இந்தச் சட்டம் 
1979 ஜூலை 30 - ம் நாள் அமலில் வந்திருப்பதாகக் கருதி , இந்தச் சட்டத்தினால் 
திருத்தப்பட்ட முதற் சட்டத்தின் கீழ் செய்யப்பட்டிருப்பதாக அல்லது மேற் 
கொள்ளப்பட்டிருப்பதாகக் கருதப்படும் . 
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சோள சா . 
சட்டம் ( சட்டா இயால்சி) காை 

அரிளி 
என் . 13989/ சட்டம் இயற்றல்-சி 2/ 79/ சட்டம்: 

1979 நவம்பர் 4 
கிருவனந்தபுரம் , 

1901 கார்த்திகா 13 
கேரள மா நில சட்டமன்றத்தின் கீழ்க்காணும் சட்டம் பொதுத் தகவலுக் 
கென இதன் மூலம் பிரசுரம் செய்யப்படுகிறது . சட்டமன்ற பேரவையிலை 
நிறைவேற்றப்பட்ட மசோதாவுக்கு 1979 நவம்பர் 4 - ம் நாளன்று 
ஒப்புதல் கிடைக்கப்பெற்றது . 

ஆளுநர் ஆணைப்படி , 
கெ . விஸ்வநாதன் நாயர் , 
சட்டச் செயலாளர் . 


ஆளுநரின் 


ThcKerala Municipalitics ( Third Amcndmcnt) Act , 1979 

1979 - ன் 31- வது சட்டம் 
1979- ன் கேரள மாநகராட்சிகள் ( மூன்றவது திருக்த ) சட்டம் 
1960- ன் கேரள மாநகராட்சிகள் சட்டத்தை மேலும் திருத்துவதற்கான 
ஒரு சட்டம் . 

கோற்றுவாய்.- இதன் பின் காணும் நோக்கங்களுக்காக 1960- ன் கேரள 
மாநகராட்சிகள் சட்டத்தை மேலும் திருத்துவது உகந்ததாகையால் , 

இந்தியக்குடியரசின் முப்பதாவது ஆண்டில் இது பின்வருமாறு சட்டமாக்கப் 
படட்டும். 

1. சுருக்கத் கலை பும் ஆரம்பமும்.- ( 1 ) இச்சட்டம் 1979- ன் கேரள 
மரநகராட்சிகள் ( மூன்றாவது திருத்த சட்டமென அழைக்கப்படலாம் . 

( 2 ) இது 1978 ஏப்பிரல் முதல் நாளன்று அமலுக்கு வந்ததாகக் கருதப் 
பட வேண்டும் . 

2. பிரிவு 104- ன் கிருக்கம்.-- (இதன்பின் முதற்சட்டமெனக் குறிப்பிடப் 
படக்கூடிய ) 1900 - ன கேரள மாநகராட்சிகள் சட்டத்தின் (1961- ன் 14) பிரிவு 
104- க்குக் கீழ்க்காணும் காப்பு வாசகம் சேர்க்கப்பட வேண்டும் : அதாவது : 

எனினும் . தனிப்பட்ட காரணங்களுக்காக நகராட்சி மன்றம் தீர்மானத் 
தின் மூலம் மேற்கூ றிய ஐந்துவருட காலத்தை மொக்தத்தில் ஒரு வருடத்திற்கு 
அதிகப்படாத காலத்திற்கு அவ்வப்போது மேலும் நீட்டலாம். " , F 

3. அட்டவணை 11- ன் திருத்கம்.- முதற் சட்டத்தின் அட்டவணை II- ல் விதி 
9 - ன் துணை விதி (1 )-க்குக் கீழக்காணும் காப்பு வாசகம் சேர்க்கப்பட வேண்டும் , 
அதாவது: 

எனினும் , மாநகராட்சிமன்றம் பிரிவு 104 - ல் குறிப்பிடப்பட்டுள்ள ஐந்து 
வருடக்காலத்தை நீட்டியுள்ளபோது அவ்வாறு நீட்டப் பட்டுள்ள காலத்தினுள் 
கமிஷனர் இத்தகைய மதிப்பீட்டினை மறு ஆய்வு செய்ய வேண்டும் ." . 

G. 2133/ V . 


4 . சட்டநீக்கமும் தவிர்ப்பும்.-- ( 1 ) 1979 - ன் கேரள மாநகராட்சிகள் 
( மூன்றாவது திருத்த ) அவசரச் சட்டம் ( 1979- ன் 13) இதன்மூலம் நீக்கம் செய்யப் 
படுகின்றது . 

( 2 ) இவ்வாறு நீக்கம் செய்யப்படுவது எவ்வாறிருப்பினும் , மேற்கூறிய 
அவசரச் சட்டத்தின் மூலம் திருத்தம் செய்யப்பட்ட முதற்சட்டத்தின் கீழ் 
செய்யப்பட்ட எந்தச் செயலும் அல்லது மேற்கொள்ளப்பட்ட எந்த நடவடிக் 
கையும் இச்சட்டத்தின் மூலம் திருத்தம் செய்யப்பட்ட முதற் சட்டத்தின் கீழ் 
செய்யப்பட்டதாக அல்லது மேற்கொள்ளப்பட்டதாகக் கருதப்பட வேண்டும் . 
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Section iv 


കേരള സർക്കാർ 


കൃഷി വകുപ്പ് 
പിൻവാങ്ങൽ വിജ്ഞാപനം 


നമ്പർ 30547 എ . എഫ്.2| 79/ എ.ഡി, തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1980 ഡിസംബർ 1 , 

എസ്. ആർ. ഒ. നമ്പർ 3381. - 1961- ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആകട് 
(1962- ലെ 21) 52 -ാം വകുപ്പ് 1 -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കേരള 

ാക്കാർ 
ഇതോട് ചേർത്തിട്ടുളള പട്ടികയിൽ പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളളിയം 1976 ജനുവരി 6 -ാം തീയതി 
യിലെ കേരള ഗസററ് III-ം ഭാഗം 45- 46-9 പേജുകളിൽ പ്രസിദ്ധീകരിച്ച 
( പ്രസ്തുത ആക° 5 ° 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ് 1 -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരമുളള 1975 നവംബർ 
21 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ ബി -474-75 എന്ന നമ്പർ വിജ്ഞാപനം പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചു 
കൊണ്ട സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് നടപടികൾ ആരംഭിച്ചിട്ടുളളതും 1977 ഒക്ടോബർ 
11 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ 41 -ാം നമ്പർ കേരള ഗസററിൽ 11 -ാം ഭാഗത്ത് 313 -ാം 
പേജിൽ 1977 ആഗസ ററ് 17-ാം തിയതിയിലെ എൽ ആർ.ജി., കെ.ഡിസ്. 
34740-77 -ാം നമ്പരായി പ്രസ്തുത ആക്ററ് 6 -ാം വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരമുളള 
പ്രഖ്യാപനം പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുളളതുമായ സ്ഥലം വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്ന 
തിൽനിന്നും ഇതിനാൽ പിൻവാങ്ങുന്നു . 


പട്ടിക 


ജില്ല 


താലുക്ക് 


അംശം 


പാലക്കാട 


പാലക്കാട 


1 


50-1 എ 
50-2 എ 


വില്ലേജ 
മരുതറോഡ 
ഡി.സി, ഡബ്ലിയു . 
എസ്, സി , ഡബ്ലിയു . 
ഡി , സി , ഡബ്ലിയു . 


2 
3 
4 


53 
54-1. 
54-2 
54.4 


കുന്നാനൂർ 

0.0769 
0.3601 
0.7851 
1.8858 
0.1011 
0.0283 


5 
6 


23 
യു . എ . 
എസ്, സി.ഡബ്ലിയു . 


മൊത്തം 


3.2373 


ഗവർണ്ണറുടെഉത്തരവിൻ പ്രകാരം, 
പി . ഷൺമുഖസുന്ദരം , 
സെകട്ടറി . 

9.1.0 . 


G. 1176A) 
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വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 


തിരുവനന്തപുരംകൃഷി ഡയറക്റ്ററരുടെആഗ്രഹമനുസരിച്ച് കുന്നത്തുർ 
സീഡുഫാമിനുവേണ്ടിയുളള സർലമെടുപ്പു നടപടികളിൽനിന്നും പിൻവാ 
ങ്ങിയിരിക്കുന്നതായി പാലക്കാട് കുഷി ജോയിൻറ് ഡയറക ° ററര് അദദേഹ 
ത്തിൻ 1978 ആഗസ്ററ് 17 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ ഇ . 3-18824-78 എന്ന നമ്പർ 
ലററർ പ്രകാരം അറിയിക്കുകയുണ്ടായി. അതുകൊണ്ട് വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിൽ 
പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുള്ളതുപോലെയുളള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് നടപടികളിൽനിന്നും പിൻ 
വാങ്ങേണ്ടത് ആവശ്യമായിവന്നു . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Agriculture (Agri. ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 61681|Ag4/79/AD . 

Dated , Trivandrum , 17th December 1980 
S. R. O. No.34/81. - Under sub section (1) of section 20 of the 
Warehousing Corporation Act, 1962 (Central Act 58 of 1962) read with rule 
9 of the Kerala State Warehousing Corporation Rules, 1968, the Govern 
ment of Kerala hereby make the following arrendments to the notification 
reconstituting the Board of Directors of the Kerala State Warehousing 
Corporation issued under G O.Ms.234/79 /AD dated the 6th June, 1979, 
and published as S.R.O. No. 701/79 in Part I of the Kerala Gazette No.26 
dated the 26th June, 1979, namely: 

AMENDMENTS 
In the said notification , 

( 1) under the heading " I. Directors- (Central Warehousing Corpora 
tions Nominees) " , for item 2 , the following item shall be substituted , 
namely : 

" 2 . Chief Regional Manager, State Bank of India , Trivandrum ." 
(2 ) clause 3 shall be omitted . 


By order of the Governor, 
M. G.VELAPPAN NAIR , 

Deputy Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 

(i) 
(This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
the general purport). 

The CentralWarehousing Corporation on the advice of the State Bank 
of India , nominated the Chiet Regional Manager, State Bank of India , 
Trivandrum in the Board of Directors of the Kerala State Warehousing 
Corporation in place of the Chief Regional Manager , State Bank of 
India , Bangalore. Government have decided to issue an amendment 10 the 
notification issued vide G.O. (Ms) 234/79/AD in Part I of Kerala Gazette 
No. 26 dated 26-6-1979 . Hence this amendment . 

G. 1890 
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The term of office of the nominated directors has been prescribed by 
Rule 9 of the Kerala State Warehousing Corporation Rules, 1968. As per 
this rule every Director shall hold office for a period of three years from the 
date ofnomination or appointment as the case may be or till his successor is 
nominated or appointed . It shall be open to the authority competent to 
nominate the Directors to rescind or modify the nomination at any timeor 
renominate a Director for a further period of three years. The Act or Rules 
do not confer a power to specify the term of the nominces in the notification 
constituting the Board . Hence this amendment, 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Higher Education (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O : Ms. No. 194 /80 / H . Edn . Dated , Trivandrum , 15th December 1980. 

S. R. O. No. 35 /81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section (1) of section 4 of the Charitable Endowments Act, 1890 (Central 
Act 6 of 1890 ), the Governmentof Kerala hereby order that the property 
specified in column (2 ) of the schedule appended here with belonging to the 
Endowment mentioned in column ( 1) thereof shall be vested in the 
Treasurer of Charitable Endowments of Kerala and under subsections (1) 
and (3 ) ofsection 5 of the suid Act,Government settle the following scheme 
for the administration of the said property the same having been previously 
published undec rule 3 of the Charitable Endowments (Kerala) Rules , 1966 
and appoint the date of publication of the notification to be the date on 
which the said scheme shall come into operation , namely : 

SCHEME 
1. The Endowment shall be called “ Smt. Thankamma Poulose 
Endowment Fund . 

2. The corpus of the Endowment shall consist of Rs. 1,000 
(Rupees One thousand only ) and shall be vested with the Treasurer of 
Charitable Endowments, Kerala . 

3. The corpus of the Endowment shall be invested in any long term 
securities of the Government of India or the Government of Kerala or in 
any of the securities approved by Government. 

4. The Headmistress/Headmaster, Government High School for 
Girls Perumbavoor shall be the Administrator of the Fund . 

5. The annual interest accruing on the fund shall be utilised 
during the succeeding year for awarding a prize in cash to a student of the 
Government High School for Girls , Perumbavoor who has passed the 
S.S.L.C. Examination conducted during the previous year in the first 
attempt by securing the highest number ofmarks in Biology. If due to any 
revision of the School curriculam in future and separate Ex mination is not 
conducted for Biology, then the scholarship shall be awarded to the student 
who gets the highest number of marks in General Science. 

6. The prize shall be awarded on the occasion of the schoolday cele 
bration or any other suitable occasion in the academic year itself, as decided 
by the Administrator and thereafter the fact of such award with relevant 
particulars shall be published in the notice board of the school for the 
information of the public . 

G. 1867 
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7. If in any year , 

more than one student is found eligible for the 
prize by securing the same number of marks, then the amount of the prize 
shall be equally divided among them . 

8 Requisition for payment o ! annual Interest shall be sent by the 
Administrator at any time not later than two months prior to the date fixed 
for award of the prize and the Treasurer of Charitable Endowments 
shall thereupon arrange to place the annual interest at the disposal of 
the Administrator . 

9 If in any year the interest is not utilised as provided in clause 5 above 
or if the prize is not awarded owing to the non -availability of a suitable 
candidate or for any other reason or if any balance is left after awarding the 
prize , such amount shall be added on to the corpus of the fund by the 
Treasurer of Charitable Endowments, unless its payment is allowed by the 
Treasurer in exceptional cases on the specific recommendation of the contro 
lling authority specified in clause 10 of the scheme. 

10. If any doubt or dispute arises regarding the meaning or 
Interpretation of the provisions of the scheme it shall be referred to the 
Director of Public Instruction whose decision thereon shall be final. 

SCHEDULE 
Name of Endowment 

Details of property 


" Smt. Thankamma Poulose 

Rs. 1,000 (Rupees One thousand 
Endowment Fund” . 

only ) 
By order of the Governor, 
P.MADHAVI AMMA , 

Joint Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to 
indicate its general purport.) 

The staff of Government High School for Girls, Perumbavoor wishes to 
institute an endowment in the above name. A preliminary notification 
regarding this has been published in the Gazette dated 30-9-1980. Now 
Government have accepted the endowment for institution and hence this 
notification , 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Revenue (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
No. 65090/E3/80/RD . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 11th November 1980 . 
S. R. O. No. 36 /81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by sub 
section ( 1) and ( 2 ) of section 3 of the Kerala Survey and Boundaries Act, 
1961, (37 of 196.) , the Government of Kerala hereby appoint the Assistant 
Director of Survey and Land Records (Resurvey), Tricaur to be a Survey 
Officer for all the purposes of the said Act and direct that he shall exercise 
th : powers and perform the duties of a Survey Officer within the local 
limits of Trichur Taluk in Trichur District . 

By order of the Governor, 

P. HYDRU , 
Additional Secretary 


Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate its 
general purport .) 

For taking up the resurvey in Trichur Taluk , an officer has to be 
appointed under Section 3 (2) of the Kerala Survey and Boundaries Act, 
1961 (37 of 1961) as Survey Officers. The notification is intended to achieve 
this purpose. 


G 1706 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Housing (J) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


No. 36081/J1/80 /Housing. Dated , Trivandrum , 18th November 1980. 

S.R.O. No. 37,81. - In exercise of the powers conferred under 
section 54 of the Kerala State Housing Board Act, 197i, read with section 55 
thereof, the Government of Kerala hereby announce for general ormaticn 
that a scheme for the cons ruction o an office comp ex at Chakkorathu 
kulam , Calicut estimated to cost of Rs. 28 lakhs (Rupees twenty eight lakhs 
only) as approved by the Kerala State Housing Bjari at its meeting held on 
37-8-1980 and proposed by the Secretary, Kerala State Housing Board in his 
Letter No. P5-1661,80 dated 19-9-1980 has been sanctioned to be taken up 
in G. O. (MS) 126 /80 /Housing dated 20-11-1980 . 


By order of the Governor, 
A. K. ACHUTHAN , 

Under Secretary . 


G , 1706 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 


Agriculture ( Co- operation ) Department 

ORDER 


G. O. MS. 473/80 /AD. 

Dated , Trivandram , 9th December 1980 . 
S. R. O. No. 38 /81. - Whereas clause (e ) of subrule ( 2 ) 
of Rule 16 of the Kerala Co -operative Societies Rules, 1969 provides that 
no person shall be eligible for admission as a member of a Co -operative 
Society, if he is a paid employee of the society or of its financing Bank 
or of any society forwhich it is the financing Bank ; 


And whereas there is a long standing demand from various corners of 
the Co-operative sector to exempt the Housing Co-operative Societies in the 
State from the provisions of the said clause to enable them to admit their 
employees as members of the said societies for making house construction 
loans available to them ; 


And whereas the Government have examined the matter in detail 
and are satisfied that the exemption of the Housing Co-operative Societies 
in the State from clause (e) of sub- rule (2 ) of rule 16 of the said Rules is 
nece sary to enable the said societies to admit their employees as members 
of such societies for making house construction loans available to such 
emp.oyees; 


4 


Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by rule 181 of the 
Kerala Co-operative Societies Rules , 1969, the Government of Kerala hereby 
exempt all the Housing Co -operative Societies in the State from the 
provision of clause (e) of sub -rule (2 ) rule 16 of the said Rules for the 
limited purpose of enabling them to admit their employees as members of 
the said societies to make house construction loans from such societies 
available to them . 


sort 


By order of the Governor, 

S. PERUMAL PILLAI, 
Additional Secretary . 

[P.T.0. ] 


G. 1858 
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Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the Notification but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

As per rule 16 (2 ) (e ) of the Kerala Co-operative Societies Rules, 1969 
no perso i shall be eligible for admission as a memter of a Co-operative 
Society , if he is a paid employee of the society . In consideration of the 
requests made by va ious housing Co- operative Societies in the State 
Government have decided to exempt the housing societies in the State from 
the purview of the said provision in public interest so as to enable those 
societies to admit their employecs asmembers of those societies and to grant 
housing loans to them . The notification is to achieve the above object. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Higher Education ( E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G , 0. Ms. No. 190/80 / H . Edn . Dated, Trizardrum , 10th December 1980 . 

S.R.O.No. 39/81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by subsection 
(1) of section 4 of the Charitable Endowments Act, 1890 ( Central Act 
6 of 1890 ), the Government ofKerala hereby order that 

the property 
specified in column (2) of the Schedule appended herewith belonging to 
the Endowment mentioned in column ( 1) thereot shall be vested in the 
Treasurer of Charitable Endowments of Kerala and under subsections ( 1) 
and (3 ) of section 5 of the said Act, Government settle the 

following 
scheme for the administration of the said property the same having been 
previously published under rule 3 ofthe Charitable Endowments (Kerala ) 
Rules , 1966 and appoisit the date of publication of the notification to be 
the date on which the said scheme shall come into operation , namely: 


പദ്ധതി 


1 . - ഈ 

എൻഡോമെൻറ് " കരുനാഗപ്പളളി ഗേൾസ് ഹൈസ്ക്കുൾ 
വിദ്വാൻ ശ്രീ . ആർ, കാർത്തികേയൻ സ്മാരക നിധി എന്ന പേരിൽ അറിയ 
പ്പെടുന്നതാണ്. 

2. ഈ എൻഡോമെൻറിൻ മുതൽ ആയ 1,000 രൂപ (ആയിരം രൂപ 
മാ ( തം ) കേരള ചാരിററബിൾ 

എൻഡോമെൻറ (ട്രഷററി ൽ നിക്ഷിപ്ത 


മായിരിക്കും. 


3. മേൽപ്പറ ഞ്ഞ തുക കേന്ദ്രഗവൺമെൻറിൻറയോ കേരളാ ഗവൺ 
മെൻറിൻറയോ സെ ക്യൂരിറ്റികളിലോ, ഗവൺമെൻറ അംഗീകരിച്ച മറ് 
സെക്യൂരിററികളിലോ നിക്ഷേപിക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 
4. കരുനാഗപ്പളളി 

ഗേൾസ 

ഹ സ ം ക ൾ ഹെഡ്മാസ്ററർ 
ഹെഡ്മിസ്ടസം ഈ എൻഡോമെൻറിന്റെ ഭരണാധികാരി ആയിരിക്കും. 

* 5 . ഓരോ വർഷവും എൻഡോമെൻറ്മുതലിൽനിന്നും ലഭിക്കുന്ന മൊത്തം 
പലിശ അടുത്തു നടക്കുന്ന എസ്. എസ്. എൽ. സി. പരീക്ഷയിൽ 1 -ാം 
തവണ മലയാളത്തിന് ഏറ്റവും കൂടുതൽ മാർക്കു വാങ്ങി , മേപ്പടി സ്കൂളിൽ 
നിന്നും വിജയിക്കുന്ന (മലയാള ത്തിൽ ഒന്നിൽകൂടുതൽ പേപ്പറുണ്ടെങ്കിൽആകെ 
മാർക്ക് എടുക്കണം.) വിദ്യാർത്ഥി വിദ്യാർത്ഥിനി ക്ക് പണമായി അവാർഡ 
നൽകേണ്ടതാണ് . 

6. 5 -ാം വകുപ്പിൻ പ്രകാരം അവാർഡിനർഹരായി ഒന്നിൽ കൂടുതൽ 
പേരുണ്ടായാൽ അവാർഡു സംഖ്യ തുല്യമായി വീതിച്ച് നൽകേണ്ടതാണ്. 
6 , 1865 
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വിവരം 


7. ഏതെങ്കിലും കാരണവശാൽ 5 ാം വകുപ്പൻ പ്രകാരം ഏതെങ്കിലും 
വർഷം വർഷങ്ങളിൽ സമ്മാനവിതരണം നടക്കുന്നില്ലെങ്കിലോ, തുക മിച്ചം 
വരുന്നെങ്കിലോ പ്രസ്തുത തുക എൻഡോമെൻറി ൻറ മുതലിലേക്ക് ചേർ 
ക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. ഈ വിവരം കേരള ചാരിററബിയ എൻഡോമെൻ " (ട്രഷററെ 

അ റി യി ക്കേ ണ്ട 
ഭരണാധികാരിയായ ഹെഡ്മാസ്ററർ ഹെഡ്മിസ്ട്രസ് 
താ ണ് . 

8. മേൽപ്പറഞ്ഞ അവാർഡ് സ്കൂൾ വാർഷിക ദിവസമോ, അല്ലെങ്കിൽ 
അദ്ധ്യാപകരക്ഷാകത്തെ സംഘടനയുടെ വാർഷിക പൊതുയോഗത്തിലോ 
അല്ലെങ്കിൽ ഭരണാധികാരിക്ക് യുക്തമെന്നു തോന്നുന്ന ഏതെങ്കിലും മററു 
സന്ദർഭത്തിലോ നൽകേണ്ടതും ഈ 

( ശീമതി കെ . ജാനകി, 
നെടുനാഗപ്പളളി വീട്, മരുതൂർകുളങ്ങര തെ ക്ക് , ആലുംകടവ് പി . ഒ , 
കരുനാഗപ്പളളി എന്ന വിലാസത്തിൽ അറിയിക്കേണ്ടതുമാണ്. 

കൂടാതെ ഈ 
വിവരം ഒരു പൊതു വിജ്ഞാപനമായി സ്ക്കൂൾ നോട്ടീസ് ബോർഡിൽ 
പരസ്യം ചെയ്യേണ്ടതും പ്രതിഫലം നൽകാതെ വാർത്തയായി പ്രസിദ്ധീ 
കരിക്കുവാൻ വേണ്ടി പ്രധാനപ്പെട്ട പാദേശികപിതങ്ങൾക്ക് നൽകേണ്ടതുമാണ്. 

9. അവാർഡു നൽകുന്നതിന് രണ്ടുമാസം മുൻപ് എൻഡോമെൻറിൻറ 
ഭരണാധികാരിയായ് ഹെഡ്മാസ്ററർ/ ഹെഡ്മിസ്ട്രസ് പലിശ കിട്ടുന്നതി 
നുളള അപേക്ഷ ചാരിററബിൾ എൻഡോമെൻറ് (ട്രഷറർക്ക് അയയ്ക്കേണ്ടതും 
അതിൻ പ്രകാരം (ടഷറർ വാർഷിക പലിശ ഭരണാധികാരിക്ക് അയച്ചുകൊടു 
ക്കേണ്ടതുമാണ്. 

10. മുകളിൽ വിവരിച്ചിട്ടുളള നിബന്ധനകളിൻ മേൽ ഉണ്ടാകാവുന്ന 
തർക്കങ്ങൾക്കും സംശയങ്ങൾക്കും 

അവസാന തീരുമാനമെടുക്കുന്നതിനുളള 
അധികാരം വിദ്യാഭ്യാസ ഡയറക്ടർക്ക്ഉണ്ടായിരിക്കും. 

പട്ടിക 
എൻഡോമെൻറിൻറ പേരുവിവരം 

സ്വത്തുവിവരം 
(1 ) 

( 2) 
ഭകരുനാഗപ്പളളി ഗേൾസ് ഹൈസ്ക്കൂൾ 

1,000 രൂപ് 
വിദ്വാൻ ശ്രീ . ആർ. കാർത്തികേയൻ 

( ആയിരം രൂപ മാതം) 
സ്മാരകനിധി . 

ഗവർണ്ണറുടെ ഉത്തരവുപകാരം, 

പി , മാധവി അമ്മ, 

ജോയിൻറ് സെക്രട്ടറി , 

Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate its 
general purport.) 

Smt. K. Janaki, Nedunagappally House, Alumkadavu P. O., 
Karunagappally , wishes to institute an endowment in the Karunagappally 
Girls High School, in the above name. A preliminary notification 
regarding this has been published in the Gazette dated 14-10-1980. Now 
Government have accepted the endowment for institution and hence this 
notification . 
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GOVERNMONT KIRALA 
Agriculture (Co -operation ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G. O. Ms. 498 /80/AD . 

Dated, Trivandrum , 30th December, 1980. 
S. R. O. No. 46 /81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by 
section 109 of the Kerala Co-operative Societies Act, 1969 (21 of 1969) 
read with subsection (3 ) of section 80 thereof and in consultation with the 
State Co -operative Union , the Government of Kerala hereby make the 
following rules further to amend the Kerala Co-operative Societies Rules, 
1969 the same having been previously published as required by subsection 
( 1) of section 109 of tne said Act, namely : 

RULES 
1 . Short title. These rules may be called the Kerala Co-operative 
Sccieties (Amendment) Rules, 1980. 

2. Amendment to rule 198 .-- In the Kerala Co-operative Societies 
Rules, 1969, in rule 198 , in suh rule (6 ) for the last sentence the followirg 
sentence shall be substituted , namely : 
" An employee under suspension shall be entitled to subsistence 

allowance payable under the Kerala Payment of Subsistence 
Allowance Act, 1972 (27 of 1973) " . 

By order of the Governor , 
S. PERUMAL PILLAI, 

Additional Secretary. 

Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the rule, but is intended to indicate 
its general purport.) 

Sub rule (6 ) of rule 198 of Ch.pter XV of the Kerala Co -operative 
Societies Rules, 1969, Provides that an employee under suspension sh.11 
be entitled to subsistence allowance at the rates admissible to State Govern 
ment employees as prescribed under theKerala Service Rules. 
The Honourable High Court of Kerala in Writ Appeal No W. A. 287 

ol Subsistence 
of 1978 observed that the provisions of the Payment 
Allowance Act is a Special Law , which must prevail over the provisions 

Act . The 
.contained in the General Law ; the Co -operative Societies 
amendment to the rule is intended to give effect to the decision of the Hon ble 
High Court . 


G. 28 . 
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കേരള സർക്കാർ 


ജലവും ഗതാഗതവും ( ജലസേചന വകുപ്പ് 

വിജ്ഞാപനം 


നമ്പർ. 29199/ ഐ ആർ1/ 80 / ഡബ്ലിയു ആൻറ് ററി. 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1980 ഡിസംബർ 13 . 
എസ്ആർ ഒ. നമ്പർ 48/81. - 1961- ലെ കേരള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് ആ കററ് 
(1962 ലെ 21) 52 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കേരള ഗവൺമെൻ 
ഇതോട് ചേർത്തിട്ടുളള പട്ടികയിൽ ചേർത്തിട്ടുളളതും 1979 നവംബർ 
13 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ കേരള ഗസററിൽ III-ാം ഭാഗത്ത 5 -ാം 

പേജിൽ 
(പസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയ പ്രസ്തുത ആക്ററ് 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ് 1 -ാം ഉപ് 
വകുപ്പു പ്രകാരമുളള 1979 ഒക് റേറാബർ 18 -ാം തീയതിയിലെ സി .783/ 79 
എന്ന നമ്പർ പരസ്യം പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചുകൊണ്ട് തെൻമല കല്ലട ഇറിഗേഷൻ 
cla ക °ററ് നമ്പർ ഒന്ന് ലാൻഡ് അക്വിസിഷൻ സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹസീൽദാർ 
സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ് നടപടികൾ ആരംഭിച്ചിട്ടുളളതുമായ സ്ഥലം വിലയ്ക്കെടു 
ക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നും ഇതിനാൽ പിൻവാങ്ങുന്നു . 

പട്ടിക 
ജില്ല കൊല്ലം 

താലൂക്ക് പത്തനാപുരം, 
വില്ലേജ_പിരവത്തൂർ, 
സർവ്വനമ്പർ-307/ 4 ഭാഗം 
വിവരണം - നിലം 
വിസ്തീർണ്ണം-0.0185 ഹെക്ടാറർ 

ഗവർണ്ണറുടെഉത്തരവുപകാരം, 
ജി . ഗോപാലകൃഷ്ണപിളള 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ സെക്രട്ടറി . 


വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
( ഇത് വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമല്ല . 

എന്നാൽ 

പൊതു ഉദ്ദേശം 
വെളിപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിനുദ° ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുളളതാണ്) . 

സബ്ഡിവിഷൻ സർവ്വ നടക്കുന്നതിന് മുമ്പാണ് സംയുക്ത 
വി ജഞാപനം പ്രസിദ്ധീകരിച്ചത്. സർവെ 

പൂർത്തിയായപ്പോൾ മേൽ 
പ്പറ ഞ്ഞ സർവ്വേ നമ്പരിൽപ്പെട്ട ഉമിഅലൈൻമെ ൻറിൽ വരികയില്ലെന്ന് 
കാണപ്പെട്ടു . അതിനാലാണ് ഈ പിൻവാങ്ങൽ വിജ്ഞാപനം. 
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കേരള സർക്കാർ 
ജലവും ഗതാഗതവും ( ജലസേചന) വകുപ്പ 

വിജ്ഞാപനം 


വിസ്തീർണ്ണം 


നമ്പർ 27103/ ഐ ആർ1 / 80/ ഡബ്ലിയു ആൻറ് ററി. 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1980 ഡിസംബർ 13 . 
എസ്. ആർ, ഒ . നമ്പർ 47/ 81. - 1961 - ലെ കള്ള സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പ്ആക്റ 
(1962- ലെ 21 ) 52 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പു പ്രകാരം കേരള സർ ക്കാർ 
ഇതോടു ചേർത്തിട്ടുള3 പട്ടികയിൽ പറ ഞ്ഞിട്ടുളളതും 1979 നവംബർ 13 -ാം 
തീയതിയിലെ കേരള ഗസററിൽ III Oം ഭാഗത്തു 7 -ാം പേജിൽ പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടു 
അത്തിയ പ്രസ്തുത ആക്ററ ° 3 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (1 ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിപകാരമുളള 
1979 ഒക്റാബർ 17-ാം തീയതിയിലെ സി 793/79 നമ്പർ് വിജ്ഞാപനം 
പുറപ്പെടുവിച്ചുകൊണ്ട് തെൻമല കല്ലട ഇറിഗേഷൻ ( പാജക്ററ് നമ്പർ (1) 
ലാൻഡ് അക്വിസിഷൻ സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽദാർ സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പു നടപടികൾ 
ആരംഭിച്ചിട്ടുളളതുമായ ഭൂമി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കുന്നതിൽ നിന്നും ഇതിനാൽ 
പിൻവാങ്ങുന്നു . 

പട്ടിക 
ജില്ല -കൊല്ലം 

താലൂക്ക്- പത്തനാപുരം 
വില്ലേജ് - പിറവത്തൂർ 
( കമ നമ്പർ സർവ്വേ നമ്പർ വിവരണം ( 

( ഹെക്ടറിൽ) 
273/1 ഭാഗം പുരയിടം 

0.0500 
2 297/1 ഭാഗം പുരയിടം 

0.0500 
ഗവർണ്ണറുടെഉത്തരവുപകാരം, 
ജി . ഗോപാലകൃഷ്ണപിള്ള , 

സ്പെഷ്യൽ സെകട്ടറി. 

വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 
( ഇത് വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമല്ല . എന്നാൽ പൊതു ഉദ ° ദേശം വെളി 
പ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിനുദ്ദേശിച്ചിട്ടുളളതാണ്.) 

കെ . ഐ . പി . യിലേയ്ക്കുളള ഫീൽഡുബാത്തി പണിയുന്നതിലേ 
യ്ക്കാണ് ഈ ഭൂമി വിലയ്ക്കെടുക്കാൻ ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചിരുന്നത്. എന്നാൽ 
പിന്നീട് പട്ടികയി ൽ സൂചിപ്പാച്ചിരിക്കുന്ന ഭൂമി ആ ഉപയോഗത്തിനായി 
ആവശ്യമില്ലായെന്ന് കണ്ടതുകൊണ്ടാണ ഈ പിൻവാങ്ങൽ വിജ്ഞാപനം, 
ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചിരുന്ന സ്ഥലമെടുപ്പിൽ നിന്ന് പിൻവാങ്ങൽ ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടു 
ളളതാണ് മേൽപ്പറഞ്ഞ വിജ്ഞാപനം. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Home (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O.(Rt.) No. 2809/80/Home. Dated , Trivandrum , 30th December 1980 

S. R. O. No. 53/81. - Under clause (s) of section 2 of the Code of 
Criminal Procedure, 1973 (Central Act 2 of 1974) and in partial 
modification of the notification issued under G.O.Rt. 1236 /79/Heme dated 
the 16th June, 1979 , and published as S.R.O. No. 687179 in theKerala 
Gazette Extraordinary No. 426 dated the 18th June , 1979, so far 

as it 
relates to the location of Kidangoor Police Station , the Government of 
Kerala hereby declare that building No 331 situated in Survey No. 160/4 
in Ward I of Kidangoor Village, Kidangoor Panchayat in Meenachil Taluk 
shall be a Police Station known as " Kidangoor Police Station " with 
jurisdiction over the local areas specified in Schedule A of the notification 
issued under G. 0. Rt. 2363/80/Home dated the 3rd November 1980 and 
published as S.R.O. No. 1103/80, in Part I of the Kerala Gazette No. 47 
dated the 25th November 1980 

This notification shall come into force on and with effect from 15th 
January 1981 . 

By order of the Governor, 

K. V. MOIDU , 
Additional Secretary . 


Explanatory Note 
The Kidangoor Police Station is at present located in a portion 

of 
building No. 549 in Ward I of Kidangoor Panchayat which is not spacious 
enough to accommodate the staff, record , arms and ammunition . Hence 
it is decided to shift the Police Station to a more convenient building . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Higher Education (E ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O.MS. 168/ 80 /H.Edn . 

Dated . Trivandrum , 17th November 1980 
• S. R. O. No. 55 /81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by the 
Sub -sections (2 ) and (3 ) of Section 5 of the Charitable Endowments Act, 
1890 (Central Act 6 of 1890) and with the concurrence of the Administrator 
of the endowment, the Government of Kerala hereby make the following 
amendment to the scheme for the administration of the “ Mannanthala 
P. Velayudhan Nair Endowment" settled under G. O (Ms) 67/79/H . Edn . 
dated 5th April 1979 and published as S R.O. No. 541/79 in the Kerala 
Gazette No. 21 dated the 22nd May, 1979, the same having been previously 
published as required under rule 3 of the Charitable Endowments (Kerala) 
Rules , 1966 and appoint the date of publication of this notification to be 
the date on which the amended scheme shall come into operation , namely: 

AMENDMENTS 
മേൽപ്പറ ഞ്ഞ എൻഡോവ്മെൻറിൻ നിയമാവലിയിൽ, 
( 1) 4-0 5-0 cm lo + 813 " പോപ്പുപയസ് എന്നതിനുപകരം 

“cnosuº no o ° XIomº cauốcess cơn mê. 
(2) 10-0. umrlaw100 QU canogolju Moda Mjeceulaojm 

m900109 " am 200mmojao. “ MUCHOS nu nyº mot 
കാനുദ്ദേശിക്കുന്ന തീയതിക്ക്രണ്ടുമാസം മുമ്പ് എന്ന് ചേർ 
GoSemomº 

By order of the Governor, 
P. MADHAVI AMMA, 

Joint Secretary. 
Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport) . 

The Chairman , Mannanthala Endowment Committee Government 
Model Upper Primary School, Pallickal has requested for institution of the 
above endowment in Pope Pious XI High School, Bharanikkavu, Pallickal. 
A slight modification has to be effected to the scheme for administration 
of the above endowment, and this notification is to achieve that end . 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Water and Transport ( Transport B ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 
G.O.Rt.No. 914 / 80 /W & T . Dated , Trivandrum , 19th December, 1980 . 

S. R. O. No. 54/81. - Whereas the Managing Partner, Royal 
Coffee Works, S. H.M. P. O. Kottayam has purchased a vchicle, the 
details of which are hereunder given , for the purpose of using it as a goods 
vehicle for transportation of Tea and Coffee products ; 

And whereas the overhang of the said vehicle exceeds the limits 
prescribed under rule 294 of the Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules , 1961; 

And whereas the Government of Kerala are satisfied that the said 
vehicle can conveniently be used as a goods vehicle with such excess 
overhang . 

Now , therefore, in exercise of the powers conferred by rule 368 of the 
Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961 the Government of Kerala hereby exempt 
the said vehicle from the provision of rule 294 of the said Rules. 

DeTAILS OF THE VEHICLE 
Engine Number 

JC . 17596 
Chassis Number 

T.5 . FCHM 235414 
Wheel Base 

304 Cms. 
Overhang 

181 Cms. (59.5 % ) 

By order of the Governor, 
P. SANKARAN NAIR , 

Additional Secretary 
Explanatory Note 
( This is not part of the notification , but is intended to indicate its 
general purport). 

Shri K. T. Mathew , Managing Partner, Royal Coffee Works, Kottayam 
has requested Government to exempt the vehicle specified in the notification 
from the provisions of rule 294 of the Kerala Motor Vehicles Rules, 1961, 
as the overhang of the vehicle exceeds the limit prescribed under rule 294 . 
Government have decided to grant the exemption sought. This notifica 
tion is to implement theGovernment decision . 
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COVERNMENT OF KERALA 
Labour ( F ) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G. O. (Rt.) No. 1602/80 /LBR. Dated, Trivandrum , 20th November 1980 . 

S.R.O. No. 52/81. - In exercise of the powers conferred by section 
87 read with section 91- A of the Employees State Insurance Act, 1948 
(Central Act 34 of 1948), the Government of Kerala , in consultation with the 
Èmployees State Insurance Corporation hereby exempt the establishments 
of the Kottathala Handloom Weavers Industrial (Workshop ) Co -operative 
Society Limited (No. Q. H. 4 Kottathala P.O. Kottarakkara from the 
operation of the provisions of the said Act for a period of one year from 
14-7-1979 , subject to the following conditions, namely: 

1. The society shall maintain a register showing the names and 
designations of its employees; 

2. Notwithstanding this exemption , the employees shall continue to 
receive such benefits under the said Act to which they might have become 
entitled to on the basis of the contributions paid prior to the date from which 
exemption granted by this notification operates; 

3. The contribution for the exempted period, if already paid , shall 
not be refunded ; 

4 . The society shall submit in respect of the period during which it 
was subject to the operation of the said Act (hereinafter referred to as the 
said period ), such returns in such form and containing such particulars as 
were due from it in respect of the said period under the Employees State 
Insurance (General) Regulations, 1950; 

5. Any Inspector appointed by the Corporation under subsection (1) 
of section 45 of the said Act, or other official of the Corporation authorised 
in this behalf shall, for the purposes of 

(i) verifying the particulars contained in any return submitted 
under subsection (1) of section 44 of the said Act; or 

( ii ) ascertaining whether registers and records were maintained as 
required by the Employees State Insurance (General) Regulations, 1930 for 
the said period ; or 

(iii ) ascertaining,whether the employees continue to be entitled to 
the benefits provided by the employer ia cash and kind being benefits in 
considerations of which exemption is being granted under this notificatio is; or 

G. 1900 
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(iv ) ascertaining whether any of the provisions of the said Act 
had been complied with during the period when such provisions were in force 
in relation to the said society be empowered to : 

(a ) require the society to furnish to him such information as he 

may consider necessary ; or 
(b ) enter any factory , establishment, office 

other 
premises occupied by the 

said society at any 
reasonable time and require any person found in charge 
thereof to produce to such Inspector or other official and 
allow him to examine such documents, books and other 
documents relating to the employment of persons and 
payment ofwages or to furnish to him such information as 

he may consider necessary ; or 
(c) examine the officers of the society or the servants of the said 

society or any person found in such factory , establishment, 
office or other premises, or any person whom the said 
Inspector or other official has reasonable cause to believe 

to have been an employee; or 
(d ) make copies of or take extracts from any register, account 

book or other documents maintained in such society 
establishment, office or other premises. 

By order of the Governor, 

C. P. NAIR , 

Special Secretary . 

Explanatory Note 
(This does not form part of the notification but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

In the notification No. G.O.Rt. No. 1295/ 78/L & H dated 11-8-1978 the 
Kottathala Handloom Weavers Industrial (Workshop ) Co-operative Society 
Ltd. No. Q.H. 4. Kottathala P.O. Kottarakkara was granted exemption 
from the coverage of E.S.I. Act for the period upto 13-7-79. It has been 
further represented that exemption may be renewed . Hence, Government 
after consulting the Regional Director, E.S.I. Corporation and after con 
sidering thematter in the Regional Board Meeting of E.S.I. Corporation , 
decided to grant further extension of the exemption for a period o one year 
from 14-7-1979. The notification is intended to achieve this purpose. 


. 


Kerala Gazette No. 2 dated 13th January 1981 . 
PART 1 


Section iv 


കേരള സർക്കാർ 
തദ്ദേശ സ്വയംഭരണവും സാമൂഹ്യക്ഷേമവും (ചട്ടങ്ങൾ) വകുപ്പ് 

വിജ്ഞാപനം 


നമ്പർ 11 082-2| 80| ചട്ടങ്ങൾ എൽ, എ . & എസ്, ഡബ്ലിയു . 

തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1980ജൂലൈ4. 
എസ്. ആർ. ഓ . നമ്പർ 612/80. -കേരള ജില്ലാഭരണ ആക്ററ് , 1979 
(1980- ലെ 7) 10 -ാം വകുപ്പ് (2 ) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പും, 15 -ാം വകുപ്പും75 -ാം 
വകുപ്പും പ്രകാരം നൽകപ്പെട്ട അധികാരങ്ങൾ വിനിയോഗിച്ച് കേരള സർക്കാർ 
താഴെപറയുന്ന ചട്ടങ്ങൾ ഉണ്ടാക്കുന്നു , അതായത്: 


ചട്ടങ്ങൾ 


1. ചുരുക്കപ്പേരും ( പാരംഭവും.- (1) ഈ ചട്ടങ്ങൾക്ക് കേരള ജില്ലാ 
കൗൺസിലുകൾ ( വോട്ടർ പട്ടികകൾ തയ്യാറാക്കലും, പുതു ക്കലും പോളിംഗ് 
സ്റേറഷനുകളുടെലിസ്റ്റ് പ്രസിദ °ധപ്പെടുത്തലും) ചട്ടങ്ങൾ, 1980 എന്നു 
പേർ പറയാം, 

(2) അവ ഉടനടി പ്രാബല്യത്തിൽ വരുന്നതാണ്. 
2. നിർവ്വചനങ്ങൾ . - ഈ ചട്ടങ്ങളിൽ സന്ദർഭം മററുവിധത്തിൽ ആവശ്യ 
പ്പെടാത്തപക്ഷം 
( എ ) ആക° oova 

എന്നാൽ കേരള ജില്ലാ ഭരണ ആക്റ്, 1979 
(1980- ലെ 7) എന്ന് അർത്ഥമാകുന്നു . 

( ബി ) തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പ് ഡയറക്ടർ എന്നാൽ 1951- ലെ ജനപ്രാതിനിധ്യ 
ആക്ററിൽ (1951 - ലെ 43-ാം നമ്പർ കേന്ദ്ര ആക്ററ്) നിർവ്വചിച്ച തരത്തിലുളള 
സംസ്ഥാന മുഖ്യതെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പ്ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ എന്ന് അർത്ഥമാകുന്നു . 

( സി ) " ഫാറം എന്നാൽ ഈ ചട്ടങ്ങളോട് ചേർത്തിട്ടുളള ഒരു ഫാറം 
എന്നർത്ഥമാകുന്നു . 

( ഡി) "രജിസ്ടേഷൻ ആഫീസർ എന്നാൽ ഈ ചട്ടങ്ങളുടെആവശ്യത്ത 
നായി തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പ് ഡയറക്ടർ അധികാരപ്പെടുത്താവുന്ന 

രജിസ്ടഷൻ 
ആഫീസർ എന്ന് അർത്ഥമാകുന്നു . 

3 . വോട്ടർ പട്ടികകളുടെ ഫാറവും ഉളളടക്കവും.- (1 ) ജില്ലയുടെ ഓരോ 
ഡിവിഷനും ഡിവിഷനുകളുടെ ഭാഗങ്ങൾക്കുംവേണ്ടിയുളള വോട്ടർ പട്ടിക 
1 -ാം നമ്പർ ഫാറത്തിൽ മലയാളത്തിലും തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പു ഡയറക്ടർ നിർദ്ദേ 
ശിക്കാവുന്ന അങ്ങനെയുള്ള മറ്റു ഭാഷകളിലും തയ്യാറാക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

(2 ) ( എ ) വോട്ടറൻമാരു പേരുകൾ തയ്യാറാക്കേണ്ടത് ഏതെങ്കിലും 
eoഗത്തെ സംബന്ധിച്ച് അക്ഷരമാലാക്രമത്തിലാണ് കൂടുതൽ സൗകര്യമെന്നോ 
അല്ലെങ്കിൽ ഭാഗികമായി 

വീട്ടുനമ്പർ കമത്തിലും ഭാഗികമായി അക്ഷരമാലാ 
G , 1667 
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തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പ് 


പട്ടിക 


കമത്തിലും ആയിരിക്കണമെന്ന് സർക്കാർ പുറപ്പെടുവിക്കുന്ന സാമാന്യമാ 
വിശേഷാലോ ഉളള നിർദ്ദേശങ്ങൾക്ക വിധേയമായി, 
ഡയറക്ടർ തീരുമാനിക്കാത്തപക്ഷം, വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയുടെ ഒ രാ ഭാഗത്തും 
വാട്ടറൻമാരുടെ പേരുകൾ വീട്ടുനമ്പർ ( കമത്തി ൽ തയ്യാറാക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

( ബി ) വാട്ടർ പട്ടികയുടെ ഓ രാ ഭാഗത്തുമുളള വോട്ടറൻമാരുടെ 
പേരുകൾക്ക , ഒന്നു തുടങ്ങി 

പായോഗികമാകാവുന്നിടത്തോളം 
വെവ്വേറെ 
തുടർച്ചയായ ക നമ്പരുകൾ നൽകേണ്ടതാണ്. 
4 , പോട്ടർ 

തയ്യാറാക്കലും 

പ സ 1 ദ ° ധ പ ടു ത്ത ലു 9. 
(1 ) ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട ഡിവിഷനിലെ 

പദേശങ്ങളെ സംബന്ധിക്കുന്ന തദ്ദേശ 
ഭരണ സ്ഥാപനത്തിലേക്കോ 

തദ്ദേശഭരണ സ്ഥാപനങ്ങളിലേക്കോ 
ഉ ള 
രഞ്ഞെടുപ്പ് സംബന്ധിച്ച വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയുടെ പ്രസക്ത ഭാഗത്തുനിന്നും, 
ഒരു ജില്ലയിലെ ഓരോ ഡിവിഷനിലേക്കുമുളള വോട്ടർ പട്ടിക രജിസ്ടഷൻ 
ആഫീസർ തയ്യാറാക്കേണ്ടതും ആ ഡിവിഷൻ കരടു വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയായി 
1 -ാം നമ്പർ ഫാറത്തിൽ അതു (പ്രസിദ്ധീകരിക്കേണ്ടതുമാകുന്നു . 

( 2) രജിസ als ഷൻ ആഫീസർ (1) -ാം ഉപചട്ടത്തിൻ കീഴിൽ തയ്യാറാക്ക 
പ്പെടുന്ന വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയുടെഒരു പ്രതി. 

( എ ) തൻ ആഫീസിലും; 

( ബി ) ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട ഡിവിഷനിലുള (പദേശങ്ങളെ സംബന്ധി 
ക്കുന്ന തദ്ദേശഭരണ സ്ഥാപനത്തിൻറ/ ഭരണസ്ഥാപനങ്ങളുടെആഫീസിലും 
ആഫീസുകളിലും; കൂടാതെ 

( സി ) ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട ഡിവിഷനിലെ (പദേശങ്ങളെ സംബന്ധിക്കുന്ന 
അതത് വില്ലേജ്ആഫീസിലും ആഫീസുകളിലും, 

പരിശോധനയ്ക്ക ലഭ്യമാക്കിക്കൊണ്ടും 2 -ാം നമ്പർ ഫാറത്തിൽ ഒരു 
നോട്ടീസ് പ്രദർശിപ്പിച്ചുകൊണ്ടും, പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തേണ്ടതാണ്. 

(3 ) ആ ഡിവിഷനിലെ (പദേശങ്ങളെ സംബന്ധിക്കുന്ന ഒര 
തദ്ദേശഭരണ സ്ഥാപനത്തിലേക്കുളള തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പിൽ 2 വാട്ടർ ആയിരിക്കുന്ന 
ഒരാളുടെ ഒരു ഡിവിഷനിലെ വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ ഒരു പേരു ചേർക്കലിനു 
വേണ്ടിയുളള ഒാരാ 

അവകാശവാദവും, അതിലെ ഒരു ഉൾക്കുറിപ്പിൻറ 
പേരിലുളള ഓരോആക്ഷേപവും, 2) -ാം ഉപചട്ടപ്രകാരം കരട് വോട്ടർ 
പട്ടികയുടെ പ്രസിദ്ധീകരണ 

തീയതി മുതൽ 

പതിനഞ്ചു ദിവസത്തിനകം 
ബോധിപ്പിക്കേണ്ടതാണ്, 
( 4) ഓരോഅവകാശവാദവും 
( എ ) 3 -ാം നമ്പർ ഫാറത്തിലും, 

( ബി) വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ തന്റെ പേരു ചേർത്തുകിട്ടണമെന്നാഗ 
ഹിക്കുന്നആളുടെ കൈയൊപ്പോടും, 

( സി ) വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ പേരു ചേർക്കപ്പെട്ടിട്ടുളള മറെറാരാളുടെ 
മേലൊപ്പോടുകൂടി ആയിരിക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

(5 ) വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ ഒരു പേരു ചേർത്തതിനെതിരെയുളള എല്ലാ 
ആ കപവും 

( എ ) 4 -ാം നമ്പർ ഫാറത്തിലും 

( ബി ) ആ വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ പേരു ചേർക്കപ്പെട്ടിട്ടുളള ഒരാളാൽ 
മാ ( തം ഉന്നയിക്കപ്പെട്ടതും 
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( സി ) ആ വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ പേരു ചേർക്കപ്പെട്ടിട്ടുളള മറെറാരാൾ 
മേലൊപ്പോടുകൂടിയതും 
ആയിരിക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

( 6) പട്ടികയിലെ ഒരു ഉൾക്കുറിപ്പിൽ രേഖപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുളള വിവര 
ങ്ങൾക്കെതിരെയുളള എല്ലാആക്ഷേപവും 

( എ ) 5 -ാം നമ്പർ ഫാറത്തിലും, 

( ബി ) ആ ഉൾക്കുറിപ്പ് ആരെയാണോ സംബന്ധിക്കുന്നത് ആ 
വ്യക്തി മാ ( തം ബോധിപ്പി ക്കണ്ടതുമാകുന്നു . 

( 7) ഓരോ അവകാശവാദവും അഥവാആക്ഷേപവും 

( എ ) രജിസ a(ടഷൻ ആഫീസർക്കോ, അല്ലെങ്കിൽ ഇതിലേയ്ക്കായി 
അദ്ദേഹം പദവി നൽകാവുന്ന അങ്ങനെയുളള മററുദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ മുമ്പാകെ 
സമർപ്പിക്കുകയോ, അല്ലെങ്കിൽ 

( ബി ) ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട രജിസ° cts ഷൻ ആഫീസർക്ക് തപാൽ മുഖേന 
അയയ്ക്കുകയോ ചെയ്യാവുന്നതാണ്. 

(8 ) ( 7) -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പ് ( എ ) ഖൺഡ പ്രകാരം പദവി ലഭിച്ചിട്ടുളള 
ഭാരോഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥനും 
( എ ) 6 -ാം നമ്പർ ഫാറത്തിൽ 

അ വ കാ ശ വാ ദ ങ്ങ ളു ടെ ഒര 
ലിസ്ററിൻറയും 7 -ാം നമ്പർ ഫാറത്തിൽ 

പേരു ചേർക്കലിനെതിരെയുളള 
ആക്ഷേപങ്ങളുടെ ഒരു ലിസ ററിൻറയും 8 -ാം നമ്പർ ഫാറത്തിൽ വിവരങ്ങൾ 
ക്കെതിരെയുള്ള ആക്ഷേപങ്ങളുടെ ഒരു ലിസ്റ്ററിന്റെയും രണ്ടു പ്രതികൾ 
വീതം വച്ചു പോരേണ്ടതു , 
( ബി ) അങ്ങനെയുളള ലിസ്ററിൻറ ഒാരോ 

പകർപ്പ് തൻറ 
ആഫീസിലുളള നോട്ടീസ് ബോർഡിൽ പ്രദർശിപ്പിച്ചു പോരേണ്ടതും, 

( സി ) ( എ ) യും ( ബി ) യും ഖൺഡങ്ങളിലെ നിബന്ധനകൾ പാലിച്ച 
ശേഷം, അവകാശവാദമോ ആക്ഷേപമോ, ഉചിതമെന്ന് അദ്ദേഹം കരുതുന്ന 
അഭിപ്രായം എന്തെങ്കിലുമുണ്ടെങ്കിൽ അ തു സ ഹ ാ ത രജിസ g (ടഷൻ 
ആഫീസർക്ക് അയച്ചുകൊടുക്കേണ്ടതുമാകുന്നു . 

( 9) രജിസ്ടഷൻ ആഫീസർ 

( എ ) (7 ) -ാം ഉപചട്ടിപകാരം നേരിട്ടോ, അല്ലെങ്കിൽ (8) -ാം ഉപചട്ട 
പകാരം അയച്ചുകൊടുത്തോ കിട്ടുന്ന ഓരോ അവകാശവാദത്തിന്റെയും 
അഥവാ ആക്ഷേപത്തിന്റെയും വിവരങ്ങൾ ചേർത്തുകൊണ്ട് 6- 7- 8 -ാം നമ്പർ 
ഫാറങ്ങളിലുളള മൂന്നു ലിസ്ററുകളുടെ രണ്ടു പകർപ്പുകൾ വീതം വച്ചു 
പോരേണ്ടതും, 

( ബി ) അങ്ങനെയുളള ഓരോ ലിസ്റ്ററിന്റെയും ഓരോ പകർപ്പ് 
തൻ ആഫീസിലുളള നോട്ടീസ് ബോർഡിൽ പ്രദർശിപ്പിച്ചു പോരേണ്ടതും 
ആകുന്നു . 

(10) കാലാവധിക്കുളളിലോ, അല്ലെങ്കിൽ, ഇതിൽ പറഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള ഫാറ 
ത്തിലും രീതിയിലും ബോധിപ്പിക്കാത്തതോ ആയ ഏതെകിലും അവകാശ 
വാദമോആക്ഷേപമോ രജിസ്ട്രേഷൻ ആഫീസർ നിരസിക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

(11 ) ഏതെങ്കിലും അവകാശവാദത്തിന്റെയോ ആ ക്ഷേപത്തിന്റെയോ 
സാധ്യത രജിസ്ടഷൻ ആഫീസർക്ക് ബോദ്ധ്യപ്പെടുന്നപക്ഷം (9) -ാം 
ഉപവകുപ്പ്( ബി ) ഖൺഡിപകാരം അദ്ദേഹം പ്രദർശിപ്പിക്കുന്ന ലിസ്റ്ററിൽ 
അതു ചേർക്കപ്പെടുന്ന തീയതി മുതൽ ഒരാഴ്ചക്കുശേഷം, കൂടുതൽഅന്വേ 
ഷണംകൂടാതെതന്നെ, അദ്ദേഹത്തിന് അതു അനുവദിക്കാവുന്നതാണ്. 


4 


അവകാശവാദ മാ 


നമ്പർ 


എന്നാൽ, ഏതെങ്കിലും 

ആക്ഷേപമോ അനുവദിക്കുന്ന 
തിനു മുമ്പായി,ഏതെങ്കിലും ആൾ, അന്വേഷണം 

നടത്തണമെന്ന് രജിസ als 
ഷൻ ആഫീസറോട 

രേഖാമൂലം ആവശ്യം ഉന്നയിച്ചാൽ അങ്ങനെയുളള 
അവകാശമോആക്ഷേപാമാ കൂടുതൽ 

അന്വേഷണംകൂടാതെ അനുവദിക്കാൻ 
പാടില്ലാത്തതാകുന്നു . 

(12) (10) -ാം ഉപചട്ടമോ ( 11 ) -ാം ഉപചട്ടമോ ഉപകാരം ഒരു അവകാശ 
വാദമോആക്ഷേപമോ തീർപ്പു കൽപ്പിച്ചിട്ടില്ലെങ്കിൽ രജിസ്ടഷൻ ആഫീസർ 

( എ ) (9) -ാം ഉപ പട്ടം ( ബി ) ഖൺഡിപകാരം അദ്ദേഹം പ്രദർശി 
പ്പിക്കുന്നലിസ്ററിൽ, അവകാശവാദമാ ആക്ഷേപമോ സംബന്ധിച്ച വാദം 
കേൾക്കുന്നതിനുളള 

തീയതിയും, സമയവും സ്ഥലവും പ്രത്യേകമായി 
പറയേണ്ടതും കൂടാതെ 

( ബി ) വിചാരണയ്ക്കുളള നോട്ടീസ് 
(i) ഒരു അവകാശവാദത്തിന്റെ സംഗതിയിൽ 9 -ാം 

ഫാറത്തിലും, 
(i ) പേരു ചേർക്കലിനെതിരായുളള ഒരു ആക്ഷേപത്തിൻറ 
സംഗതിയിൽ, ആക്ഷേപക്കാരന 

10 -ാം നമ്പർ ഫാറത്തിലും, 
ആരുടെ പേരു ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തിയതിനെതിരായാണാ 

ആക്ഷേപം 
ഉന്നയിച്ചിട്ടുളളത്, ആ ആളിന് 11 -ാം നമ്പർ 

ഫാറത്തിലും, 
കൂടാതെ 
( iii) ഒരു ഉൾക്കുറിപ്പിലെ വിവരങ്ങൾക്കെതിരായുളള ഒരു ആക്ഷേ 
പത്തിൻറ സംഗതിയിൽ, ആക്ഷേപക്കാരന് 12-ാം - നമ്പർ 

ഫാറത്തിലും, 
നൽകേണ്ടതുമാണ്. 

(13 ) (12) -ാം ഉപചട്ടം ( ബി ) ഖൺഡിപകാരമുളള ഒരു നോട്ടീസ 
നേരിട്ടോ, രജിസ്ററർ ചെയ്തു തപാൽ മാർഗ്ഗമോ അല്ലെങ്കിൽ ആ ( പ്രത്യേക 
ഡിവിഷനകത്തുളള ആ ആളുടെ വാസസ്ഥലത്ത്, അഥവാ അറിയപ്പെടുന്ന 
ഏററവും ഒടുവിലുളള വാസസ്ഥലത്ത്പതിച്ചോനൽകാവുന്നതാണ്. 

(14) രജിസ Puls ഷൻആഫീസർ, (13) -ാം ഉപചട്ടിപകാരം നൽകിയിട്ടുളള 
നോട്ടീസ് സംബന്ധമായ ഓരോ അവകാശവാദത്തെയും അല്ലെങ്കിൽ ആക്ഷേപ 
ത്തെയുംപ്പററി സമ്മറി അന്വേഷണം നടത്തേണ്ടതും, അതിൻമേലുളള അദ്ദേഹ 
ത്തിന്റെ തീരുമാനം രേഖപ്പെടുത്തേണ്ടതുമാണ്. 

(15) വിചാരണ സമയത്ത്, അവകാശവാദക്കാരനോ, അല്ലെങ്കിൽ അതത് 
സംഗതിപോലെ , ആക്ഷേപക്കാരനോ, ആർക്കെതിരായാണോആക്ഷേപം ഉന്നയി 
ച്ചിട്ടുളളത്, ആ ആൾക്കോ, കൂടാതെ രജിസ്ട്രേഷൻ ആഫീസറുടെ അഭിപ്രായ 
ത്തിൽ തനിക്കു സഹായമാകാനിടയുണ്ടെന്ന് തോന്നുന്നഏതെങ്കിലും ആൾക്കോ, 
ഹാജരാകുന്നതിനും, തനിക്കു പറയുവാനുളളത് പറയാനും അവകാശമുണ്ടായി 
രിക്കുന്നതാണ്. 

(16) രജിസ്ട്രേഷൻ ആ ഫീ സ ർ , ൻറ വിവേചനാധികാരം 
പയോഗിച്ച്, 
( എ ) ഏതെങ്കിലും അവകാശവാദിയോടൊ, 

ആക്ഷേപക്കാരനോടൊ 
ആർക്കെതിരായാണാ ആക്ഷേപമുന്നയിച്ചിട്ടുളളത് 
ത്തിന്റെ മുമ്പിൽ നേരിട്ട് ഹാജരാകാൻ ആവശ്യപ്പെടാവുന്നതും; 


അയാളോടൊ അദ്ദേഹ 
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( ബി ) ഏതെങ്കിലും ആൾ നൽകുന്ന തെളിവ് സത്യവാങ്മൂലം 
നൽകണമെന്നാവശ്യപ്പെടാവുന്നതും ആ ആവശ്യത്തിലേക്ക് സത്യപ്രതിജ്ഞ 
ചെയ്യിക്കാവുന്നതുമാണ്. 

(17) കരട് വോട്ടർ പട്ടിക തയ്യാറാക്കിയപ്പോൾ , വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ 
നിന്നുംഏതെങ്കിലും വോട്ടറുടെ ചേരു സുഷമക്കുറവോ തെറേറാമൂലം 
വിട്ടുപോയിട്ടുണ്ടെന്നും, ഈ ഉപചട്ടപ്രകാരം 

പരിഹാര നടപടി എടുക്കണ 
ചെമന്നും രജിസ്ടഷൻ ആഫീസർക്ക് തോന്നുന്നപക്ഷം, രജിസ്ടഷൻ 
ആഫീസർ 
( എ ) അങ്ങനെയുളള വോട്ടറുടെ പേരും 

മററു വിവരങ്ങളുമുളള 
ഒരു ലിസ്ററ് തയ്യാറാക്കേണ്ടതും, 

( ബി ) ഏതു സമയത്തും ഏതു സ്ഥലത്തും വച്ച് വോട്ടർ പട്ടിക 
യിൽ പേര ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിനെക്കുറിച്ച് പരിഗണിക്കുമെന്നുള്ള ഒരു 
നോട്ടീസോടുകൂടിലിസ്റ്ററിന്റെ ഒരു പകർപ്പ്തന്റെ ആഫീസിലെ നോട്ടീസ 
ബോർഡിൽ ( പദർശിപ്പിക്കേണ്ടതും, യുക്തമെന്ന് അദ്ദേഹം കരുതാവുന്ന 
അങ്ങനെയുളള രീതിയിൽ, ലിസ്ററും നോട്ടീസും (പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തുകയും 
കുടാതെ 

( സി ) വാങ്മൂലമോ രേഖാമൂലമോ ബോധിപ്പിക്കാവുന്നഏതെങ്കിലും 
ആക്ഷേപം പരിഗണിച്ചശേഷം, 

എല്ലാ പേരുകളോ അഥവാഏതെങ്കിലും 
പേരുകളോ വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തണമോ എന്ന് തീരുമാനിക്കേണ്ട 
തുമാണ്. 

(18) അതിനുശേഷം, രജിസം ടഷൻ ആഫീസർ 

: ( എ ) (11) -2 (14) -ാം (17) - ഉപചട്ടങ്ങൾ പ്രകാരമുളള തന്റെ തീരുമാന 
ങ്ങൾ നടപ്പിൽ വരുത്തുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി ഒരു ഭേദഗതി ലിസ്റ്റ് തയ്യാറാക്കേ 
ണ്ടതും, വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ പിന്നീട കണ്ടുപിടിച്ച കൈപ്പിഴയോ അച്ചടി 
പിശകോ മററു തെററുകളോ തിരുത്തേണ്ടതും കൂടാതെ 

( ബി ) 4 -ാം ചട്ടം 2 -ാം ഉപവകുപ്പിൽ പറ ഞ്ഞിട്ടുളള ആഫീസുകളിൽ 
പരിശോധനയ്ക്കായി ഒരു പൂർണ്ണ പകർപ്പ് ലഭ്യമാക്കിക്കൊണ്ടും 13 -ാം നമ്പർ 
ഫാറത്തിൽ ഒരു നോട്ടീസ ( പ്രദർശിപ്പിച്ചുകൊണ്ടും 

ഭേദഗതികളടങ്ങിയ 
ലിസ്ററുസഹിതം വോട്ടർ പട്ടിക പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തേണ്ടതുമാണ്. 
(19) അ അ റ ന യു ഉള 

(പ്രസിദ്ധീകരണത്തിനുശേഷം, ഭേദഗതി 
ലിസറോടുകൂടിയ വോട്ടർപട്ടി ക , ജില്ലയിലെ ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട ഡിവിഷനിലെ 
പ്രാബല്യത്തിലുളള വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയായിരിക്കുന്നതാണ്. 
5. ഉൾക്കുറിപ്പുകളുടെ തിരുത്തലും, വോട്ടർപട്ടികകളിൽ പേരുകൾ 

ചട്ടത്തിൻകീഴിൽ 
ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തലും - (1 ) 4 -ാം 

വോട്ടർ 

പട്ടികയിൽ ഉളള 
ഉൾക്കുറിപ്പുകൾ തിരുത്തി പേരു ചേർക്കുന്നതിനും വേണ്ടിയുളള ഓരോഅപേക്ഷ 
യുടെയും രണ്ട് പകർപ്പുകൾ വീതംനൽകേണ്ടതും നോൺജുഡീഷ്യൽ സ്ററാമ്പു 
കളായി നൽകേണ്ട 50 പൈസ ഫീസോടുകുടി അയയ്ക്കേണ്ടതുമാണ്. 

6 . അവകാശവാദങ്ങളിൻമേലും ആക്ഷേപങ്ങളിൻമേലുമുളള രജിസ്ടഷൻ 
ആഫീസറുടെ തീരുമാനങ്ങൾക്കെതിരായുളള അപ്പീലുകൾ .- (1) 4-ാം ചട്ടം 
( 3)-2 (4 ) -- ( 5) - ഉപചട്ടങ്ങളിൻ കീഴിൽ നടത്തുന്ന ഏതെങ്കിലും അവകാശവാദ 
ത്തെയോആക്ഷേപത്തേയോ സംബന്ധിച്ച് രജിസ്ട്രേഷൻആഫീസറുടെ ഏതു 
തീരുമാനത്തിൻമേലും, ഇതിലേക്കായി തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പ് ഡയറക്ടർ അധികാര 
പ്പെടുത്തുന്ന സർക്കാർ ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥന് ( ഇതിനുത്വം അപ്പലേററ് ആഫീസർ 
എന്നായിരിക്കും പരാമർശിക്കപ്പെടുക) അപ്പീൽ ബോധിപ്പിക്കാവുന്നതാണ്. 


6 


അയച്ചു 


ശേഷം 


(2) (I)-9ം ഉപചട്ടത്തിൻകീഴിലുളളഓരോഅപ്പീലും 
( എ ) അപ്പീൽവാദി ഒപ്പുവച്ച ഒരു മെമ്മോറാൺഡത്തിന്റെ രൂപത്തിലും 

( ബി ) ഏത്ഉരുത്തരവിൻമേലാണോ അപ്പീൽ ബോധിപ്പിക്കുന്നത 
ആ ഉത്തരവിന്റെ പകർപ്പും നോൺജുഡീഷ്യൽ സ്ററാമ്പുകളായി നൽകേണ 
3 രൂപ ഫീസും (മൂന്നു രൂപ മാതം) സഹിതവും; 

( സി) ഏത്ഉത്തരവിൻമേലാണോ അപ്പീൽ ബോധിപ്പിക്കേണ്ടത് ആ 
ഉത്തരവിന്റെ തീയതി മുതൽ പതിനഞ്ച് ദിവസത്തിനകം അപ്പീൽ അപ്പലേറ 
ആഫീസർക്കു ബോധിപ്പിക്കുകയോഅല്ലെങ്കിൽ ആ ദിവസത്തിനകം അദ്ദേഹ 
ത്തിനു കിട്ടത്തക്കവിധം രജിസ്ററർ ചെയ്ത തപാൽമാർഗ്ഗം 
കൊടുക്കുകയോചെയ്യേണ്ടതാണ്. 

(3 ) അപ്പീൽ ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ (1) -ാം ഉപചട്ടത്തിൻകീഴിലുളള ഓരോ 
അപ്പീലും, അപ്പീൽ സമർപ്പിച്ച് പതിനഞ്ചു ദിവസത്തിനകം അപ്പീൽവാദിക്കു 
പറയുവാനുളളത് പറയുവാൻ ഒരവസരം 

നൽകിയതിനുശേഷം, തീരുമാന 
മെടുക്കേണ്ടതും, അതിൻമേലുളള അദ്ദേഹത്തിന്റെ തീരുമാനം അന്തിമമായിരി 
ക്കുന്നതുമാണ്. അങ്ങനെയുളള തീരുമാനത്തീയതി മുതൽ അഞ്ചുദിവസത്തി 
നകം, അപ്പീലുദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ തീരുമാനത്തിന്റെ ഒരു പകർപ്പ് രജിസ്ട്രേഷൻ 
ആഫീസർക്കും അപ്പീൽവാദിക്കും അയച്ചുകൊടുക്കേണ്ടതും, അപ്പീൽ 
ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ തീരുമാനങ്ങൾക്ക് പ്രാബല്യം നൽകുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി 
വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ ആവശ്യമാകാവുന്ന അങ്ങനെയുളള ഭേദഗതികൾ രജിസ ats 
ഷൻ ആഫീസർ വരുത്തേണ്ടതുമാണ്. 
7 . തദ്ദേശഭരണ സ്ഥാപനങ്ങളിലെ വോട്ടർപട്ടികകൾ പുതുക്കിയതിനു 

ഭേദഗതി ചെയ്ത രൂപത്തിലുളള വോട്ടർ പട്ടികകളുടെ പ്രസിദ്ധീ 
കരണം. - 4-ാം ചട്ടത്തിൻകീഴിൽ 

ആ ഡി.പിഷനിലെ വോട്ടർ പട്ടികകൾ 
പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിയതിനുശേഷം അ ങ്ങ ക ന യ വ ള ള തദ്ദേശഭരണ 
സ്ഥാപനങ്ങളിലെ വോട്ടർ പട്ടികകൾ തയ്യാറാക്കുന്നതോ പുതുക്കുന്നതോ 
സംബന്ധിച്ചുള്ളഏതെങ്കിലും വ്യവസ്ഥകൾക്കനുസൃതമായി, 

- ആ ഡിവി 
ഷൻറയോ അതിന്റെ ഏതെങ്കിലും ഭാഗത്തെയോ സംബന്ധിക്കുന്ന തദ്ദേശ 
രണസ്ഥാപനത്തിനോ തദ്ദേശഭരണ സ്ഥാപനങ്ങൾക്കോ വേണ്ടിയുളള 
ഭവാട്ടർ പട്ടികകൾ പുതുക്കുകയേ) ഭേദഗതിപ്പെടുത്തുകയോ ചെയ്യുന്നപക്ഷം 
ആ പട്ടികകളിൽ ആ ഡിവിഷനിലെയോ, ആ ഡിവിഷനിലെ ഭാഗത്തിന്റെയോ 
വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയ സംബന്ധിക്കുന്നിടത്തോളം വരുത്തിയ ഭേദഗതിക ൾ , രജി 
സ ° (ടൻആഫീസർ, 

1 -ാം നമ്പർ ഫാറത്തിൽ കാണിച്ചിട്ടുളള രീതിയിൽ, 
അതതു സംഗതിപോലെ കൂട്ടിച്ചേർക്കുകയോ, തിരുത്തുകയോ വിട്ടുകളയുകയോ 
ചെയ്തതായി പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തേണ്ടതാണ്. 
എന്നാൽ, ഡിവിഷനിൽ 

ഒരു തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പിനുവേണ്ടിയുളള 
നാമനിർദ്ദേശം നടത്താൻ നിശ്ചയിച്ചിട്ടുളള 

അവസാനതീയതിക്കുശേഷവും, 
തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പുകൾ പൂർത്തിയാകുന്നതിനുമുമ്പും, ആ ഡിവിഷനിലെയോ ആ 
ഡിവിഷനിലെ ഭാഗത്തിന്റെയോ വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ യാതൊരു ഭേദഗതിയും 
വരുത്താൻ പാടില്ല . 

8. വോട്ടർ പട്ടികകൾ പുതുക്കൽ. - തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പ് ഡയറക്റാർ, വോട്ടർ 
പട്ടികകൾ തയ്യാറാക്കുന്നതിനുവേണ്ടി നിർണ്ണയിക്കപ്പെട്ടിട്ടുളള നടപടി കമമനു 
സരിച്ച് 

( എ ) ജി ല്ലാ കൗൺസിലിലേക്കുളള ഓരോ സാധാരണ തെരഞ്ഞെടു 
പ്പിനുംമുമ്പോഅല്ലെങ്കിൽ 


ആ 


നികത്തുന്ന 


അവഗ 


( ബി ) ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലിലെ ഒരു ആകസ്മിക ഒഴിവ് 
തിനുളള ഓരോ ഉപതെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പിനുംമുമ്പോ 

ജില്ലകളുടെ ഡിവിഷനിലേക്കോ ഡിവിഷന്റെ ഭാഗങ്ങളിലേക്കോ ഉളള 
വോട്ടർ പട്ടികകളുടെ പുതുക്കൽ നടത്തേണ്ടതാണ്. 

9 . വോട്ടർ പട്ടികകളുടെ പകർപ്പുകളുടെ വില്പന. - രജിസ്റേറഷൻ 
ആഫീസറുടെ ആഫീസിലം, തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പ് നടത്തുന്നതിന് അധികാരപ്പെടു 
ത്തുന്നറിട്ടേണിങ്ങ് ആഫീസറുടെആഫീസിലും, ഭേദഗതികളടങ്ങിയ ലിസ്റ് 
ടുകൂടിയുളള വോട്ടർ പട്ടികകളുടെ പകർപ്പുകൾ വില്പനയ്ക്കായി സൂക്ഷി 
ക്കണ്ടതാണ്. 

എന്നാൽ, ഭേദഗതികളടങ്ങിയ ലിസ്റേറാടുകൂടിയുളള ആ ഡിവിഷനിലെ 
വോട്ടർ പട്ടികകളുടെ ഓരോപകർപ്പുവീതം, മൽസരിക്കുന്ന സ്ഥാനാർത്ഥി 
കൾക്കോരോരുത്തർക്കും, ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട ഭരണാധികാരിയുടെ അതുസംബന്ധി 
ച്ചുളള ഒര , എഴുത്ത് ഹാജരാക്കിയാൽ സൗജന്യമായി നല്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

10. പോളിങ്ങം സ്റേറഷനുകളുടെ ലിസ്റ്റ് പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തൽ. 
വോട്ടർ പട്ടികകൾ (പസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തിക്കഴി ഞ്ഞാലുടൻ, കഴിയുന്ന ത 
ത്തിൽ, തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പ് ഡയറക്റററുടെ മുൻകൂട്ടിയുളള അനുവാദത്തോടു 
കൂടി ജില്ലാ കളക്ററർ് വേണ്ടത്എണ്ണം പോളിങ്ങ് സ്റേറഷനുകൾ ഏർപ്പെ 
ടുത്തേണ്ടതും, ഓരോ ഡിവിഷനിലേക്കും അ പ്രകാരം ഏർപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുളള 

പോളിങ്ങ് സ്റേറഷനോ, സ്റേറഷനുകളോ കാണിച്ചുകൊണ്ട് 14-ാം നമ്പർ 
ഫാറത്തിൽ അവയുടെഒരു ലിസ്റ്റ് തയ്യാറാക്കേണ്ടതും, 

( എ ) തന്റെ ആഫീസിലേയും; 

( ബി ) ഡിവിഷനിലെ പ്രദേശങ്ങളുമായി ബന്ധപ്പെടുന്ന തദ ശ 
ഭരണ സ്ഥാപനത്തിൻറ ഭരണ സ്ഥാപനങ്ങളുടെ ആഫീസുകളിലേയും, 
കുടാതെ 

( സി ) ഡിവിഷനിലെ പ്രദേശങ്ങളുമായി ബന്ധപ്പെടുന്ന വില്ലേജ് 
ആഫീസുകളിലേയും നോട്ടീസ് ബോർഡിൽ അവ പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തേണ്ടതു 
മാണ്. 

ഫാറം 1 
( ചട്ടം 3 (1) നോക്കുക) 
ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിൽ 

വോട്ടർ പട്ടിക 19.. 
ഡിവിഷൻ നമ്പർ. 

പാർട്ട് നമ്പർ , 
ഡിവിഷൻ പ്രേര 


(1) 


( 2 ) 


(3 ) 


( 5) 


(4 ) 


രജിസ at ററഷൻ ആഫീസർ. 


ൽ 


ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിൽ വോട്ടർ പട്ടിക 19 .......... ഡിവി 


ഷൻ നമ്പർ 
ഡിവിഷൻറ പേര 


19.. 


പാർട്ട് നമ്പർ.. 
( വർഷം) ലെ ഭേദഗതിയുടെലിസ്റ 
കൂട്ടിച്ചേർക്കലുകൾ 


(കമനമ്പർ 


oorഡധട്ര 


Porvo 
istru 


((ബാക്കററിൽ) 


വോട്ടറുടെപേര് 


അച്ഛൻറ അമ്മയുടെ കാരണവൻ ഭർത്താവിന്റെ പേര 


CWD 
CUP 
opru 


:::: പി 


യിൽവയസ് 


ല-T 


(1 ) 


(2 ) 


(3 ) 


( 4) 


(6 ) 


തിരുത്തലുകൾ . 


വോട്ടറുടെ 


രേഖപ്പെടുത്ത 
ലിൻ കമ 
നമ്പർ 


പേര് 


( നിലവിലുളള 
രേഖപ്പെടുത്തലിന് 
പകരം) 
( 3) 


( ശരിയായ രേഖ 

പ്പെടുത്തൽ) 
വായിക്കുക 

( 4) 


(1 ) 


( 2 ) 


എടുത്തുകളയൽ 


രേഖപ്പെടുത്തലിൻറ 
( കമ നമ്പർ 


സമ്മതിദായകൻറ 

പേര 


(1) 


(2 ) 


രജിസ at ററഷൻആഫീസർ. 
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ഫാറം 2 

[4 (2 ) എന്ന ചട്ടം നോക്കുക) 
കരട് വോട്ടർ പട്ടിക പ്രസിദ്ധീകരിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുളള നോട്ടീസ് 

. ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിൽ ഡിവിഷനിലെ 
വോട്ടറൻമാർക്ക്. 

. ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലിലെ ........-ാം നമ്പർ ഡിവഷൻ 
ആയ....... . . . ത്തെ സംബന്ധിച്ച വോട്ടർ പട്ടികകൾ 1980- ലെ കേരള ജില്ലാ 
കൗൺസിലുകൾ ( വോട്ടർ പട്ടികകൾ തയ്യാറാക്കലും പുതുക്കലും പോളിംഗ 
സ്റേറഷനുകളുടെ ലിസ്ററ് പസിദ°ധപ്പെടുത്തലും) ചട്ടങ്ങൾ അനുസരിച്ച് 
തയ്യാറാക്കിയിട്ടുണ്ടെന്നും അതിന്റെ ഒരു പകർപ്പ് എൻറ 

ആഫീസിലും 
ലും ( ഇവിടെ ആഫീസു കളുടെ പേര് ചേർക്കുക) 
ആഫീസ് സമയങ്ങളിൽ പരിശോധനയ്ക്കായി ലഭ്യമാണെന്നും ഇതിനാൽ 
പരസ്യപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 

ഈ പട്ടികകളിൽ ഒരു പേര് ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിന് വേണ്ടിയുളള ഏതെ 
ങ്കിലും അവകാശവാദമോ അഥവ ) ഒ പരു ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തിയ തിനെതിരായി 
ട്ടുള്ളഎന്തെങ്കിലും പരാതിയോഅഥവാ ഏതെങ്കിലും രേഖകളിലെ വിശദാംശ 
ങ്ങളെ സംബന്ധിച്ച് എന്തെങ്കിലും പരാതികളോ ഉളളപക്ഷം ആയത് യുക്ത 
മായ 3 , 4 അഥവാ 15 എന്ന ഫോറത്തിൽ 19 . 
തീയതിയോ അതിനു മുൻപോ സമർപ്പിച്ചിരിക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 

അപകാരമുളള ഒാരോ അവകാശവാദവും അഥവാ പരാതിയും എൻറ 
ആഫീസിലോഅല്ലെങ്കിൽ .... 

ലോ സമർപ്പിക്കുകയോ അല്ലെ 
ങ്കിൽ മുകളിൽ പറഞ്ഞ തീയതിക്കു മുമ്പ് എനിക്കു ലഭിക്കത്തക്കവിധം താഴെ 
കൊടുത്തിരിക്കുന്ന മേൽവിലാസത്തിൽ രജിസ്ററര് ചെയ്ത തപാൽ മാർഗ്ഗം 
അയച്ചുതരികയോ ചെയ്യേണ്ടതാണ്. 


. -ാം 


തീയതി : 


രജിസ്റേറഷൻ ആഫീസർ. 

( മേൽവിലാസം) 


ഫാറം 3 


[4 (4) ( എ ) എന്ന ചട്ടം നോക്കുക) 

പേര് ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിനുളള അവകാശ അപേക്ഷ 
രജിസ്ററഷൻ ആഫീസർ , 

. , ഡിവിഷൻ, 

. ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിൽ. 
സർ, 
മേല്പറഞ്ഞ. . . 

.... ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലിലെ ........... 
ഡിവിഷനിലേക്കുളള വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ എന്റെ പേരുൾപ്പെടുത്തണമെന്ന് 
ഞാൻ അപേക്ഷിക്കുന്നു . 
G , 1667 
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എൻറെ പേര് (പൂർണ്ണമായി) 
എൻറ അ ം.ഛൻ | അമ്മയുടെ/ കാരണവൻ 

ഭർത്താവിൻറ പേര 
എ ൻറ താമസ സ്ഥലം സംബന്ധിച്ച വിവരങ്ങൾ 
വീട്ടുനമ്പർ : 
(പദേശം/ വാർഡ്/ തെരുവ് 
വില്ല, ജ : 
തപാലാഫീസ്: 

എന്റെ ഉത്തമമായ അറിവിലും വിശ്വാസത്തിലും 
(6) ഞാനൊരു ഇൻഡ്യൻ പൗരനാണെന്നും; 
(ii) 

... പഞ്ചായത്തിലെ മുൻസിപ്പാലിററിയിലെ 
കോർപ്പറേഷനിലെ 

. വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ എൻറ 
പേരുൾപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുണ്ടെന്നും; 
(iii) 19 ......ജനുവരി ഒന്നാം തീയതിഎൻറ ( പായം........വയസും 

മാസവും ആയിരുന്നു എന്നും 
(iv ) മുകളിൽ കൊടുത്തിട്ടുളള മേൽവിലാസത്തിലാണ് ഞാൻ സാധാരണ 

താമസിക്കുന്നതെന്നും; 
( v) ഏതെങ്കിലും ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലിലെ മറേറതെങ്കിലും ഡിവിഷനിലെ 
വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽഎൻറ പേര ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിന 

ഞാൻ 
അപേക്ഷിച്ചിട്ടില്ലെന്നും; 
( vi ) മറേറതെങ്കിലും ഡിവിഷനിലേയോ ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലിലേയോ 

വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ എന്റെ പേര് ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടില്ലെന്നും ഞാൻ 
ഇതിനാൽ പ്രതിജ്ഞ ചെയ്യുന്നു . 

അല്ലെങ്കിൽ 

ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലിലെ.. 
ഡിവിഷനിലെ വോട്ടർ പട്ടിക. യിൽഎൻറ പേര് ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തിയി 
ട്ടുണ്ടെന്നും ആ വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ നിന്നും അത് നീക്കണമെന്നും 
ഞാൻഅപേക്ഷിക്കുന്നു . 


സ്ഥലം, 

അവകാശവാദിയുടെ ഒപ്പ് അഥവ 
തീയതി : 

വിരലടയാളം. 
. ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലിലെ .. 

. ഡിവിഷനിലെ 
കമ നമ്പർ . ൻറ കീഴിൽ വരുന്ന വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയുടെ 

ഭാഗം 
നമ്പർ.. 

ൽ പേരുൾപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുള്ള ഒരു സമ്മതിദായകനായ 
ഞാൻ ഈ അവകാശവാദത്ത പിൻതാങ്ങുകയും 

മേലൊപ്പം വയ്ക്കുകയും 
ചെയ്യുന്നു . 


വോട്ടറുടെഒപ്പ 
പേര് (പൂർണ്ണമായി 


തീയതി : 


11 


ഫാറം 4 
(ചട്ടം 4 (5 ) ( എ ) നോക്കുക) 

പേര് ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തിയതിൻ മേലുളള ആക്ഷേപം 
രജിസ്ടഷൻ ആഫീസർ, 

. ഡിവിഷൻ, 

. ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലിന്. 
സർ, 
ശീശീമതി ... 

. ടെ പേര് ജില്ലം കൗൺസി 
ലിലെ വാട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ. 

. ഡിവിഷൻ നമ്പരിൽ 

.. പാർട്ട് നമ്പരിൽ ( കമ നമ്പരായി ഉൾപ്പെടു 
ത്തിയതിനെതിരെ താഴെ പറയുന്ന കാരണങ്ങളാൽ ഞാൻആക്ഷേപം 

ബോധിപ്പി 
ക്കുന്നു : 

| ( ഇവിടെ കാരണങ്ങൾ ചേർക്കുക) 
മുകളിൽ പറ ഞ്ഞിരിക്കുന്നവസ്തുതകൾ എന്റെ അറിവിലും വിശ്വാസ 
ത്തിലും പെട്ടിടത്തോളം സത്യമാണെന്ന് ഞാൻ ഇതിനാൽ (പഖ്യാപിക്കുന്നു . 

എൻ പേർ ഈ ഡിവിഷനിലെ വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ ഇപ്രകാരം ചേർത്തി 
രിക്കുന്നു : 
പൂർണ്ണമായ പേര 
( കമ നമ്പർ, , 
പാർട്ട് നമ്പർ, 
തീയതി : 

ആക്ഷേപക്കാരന്റെ ഒപ്പ് 

പൂർണ്ണമായ മേൽവിലാസം. 
ഞാൻ വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിലെ.. ... : ...... ഡിവിഷനിലെ പാർട്ട് നമ്പരിൽ 

. . പേര് ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തപ്പെട്ട ഒരു വോട്ടറാകയാൽ ഈ ആക്ഷ 
പത്തെ പിൻതാങ്ങുകയും സാക്ഷ്യപ്പെടുത്തുകയും ചെയ്യുന്നു . 

വോട്ടറുടെ ഒപ്പ് 
തീയതി : 

പൂർണ്ണമായ പേരും മേൽവിലാസവു 


ഫാറം 5 
( ചട്ടം 4 (6) ( എ ) നോക്കുക) 

രേഖപ്പെടുത്തിയ വിവരങ്ങളെപ്പററിയുളള ആക്ഷേപം 
.രജിസ്ട്രേഷൻ ആഫീസർ, 

. ഡിവിഷൻ, 

. ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിൽ നം . 
ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിൽ, 

... , ഡിവിഷൻ നമ്പരിൽ 
വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിലെ പാർട്ട് നമ്പരിലെ കമനമ്പരിൽ 
എന്നു കാണുന്ന എന്നെപ്പറ്റിയുള്ള പരാമർശം ശരിയല്ല എന്നു ഞാൻ ബോധി 
പ്പിക്കുന്നു . 

അത് താഴെ പറയുന്ന പ്രകാരം തിരുത്തി വായിക്കേണ്ടതാണ്. 


സർ 


സ്ഥലം: 
തീയതി: 


വോട്ടറുടെ പാ വിരലടയാളമോ. 

പേരും. മേൽവിലാസവും. 
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ഫാറം 6 
(ചട്ടം 4 ( 8) ( എ ) നോക്കുക) 
അവകാശവാദങ്ങളുടെ ലിസ്റ് 


കിട്ടിയതീയതി 


( 1 ) 


(2 ) 


( 3 ) 


( 4) 


( 5) 


( 6) 


* രജിസ്ട്രേഷൻ ആഫീസർ തന്നെ പൂരിപ്പിക്കണം - ചട്ടം 4 (7) ( എ ) 
പകാരം പദവി നല്കിയിട്ടുളള ഒരു ആഫീസറല്ല . 

( ഒപ്പ്) 
രജിസ്ടഷൻ ആഫീസർ 


ഫാറം 7 

(ചട്ടം 4 (8) ( എ ) നോക്കുക) 
പേരുകൾ ചേർക്കുന്നതു സംബന്ധിച്ച ആക്ഷേപങ്ങളുടെലിസ്റ് 


ആക്ഷേപംഉന്നയിക്കപ്പെട്ടിട്ടുളള 

പേരിന്റെ വിവരണങ്ങൾ 


കിട്ടിയതീയതി 


|കമനമ്പർ 


അപേക്ഷകൻ 


, 


(1 ) ( 2 ) 


( 3 ) 


( 5) 


(6 ) 


( 7 ) 


(8 ) * 


* രജിസ g(ടഷൻ ആഫീസർ തന്നെ പൂരിപ്പിക്കണം- ചട്ടം 4 (7) ( എ ) 
( പകാരം പദവി നല്കിയിട്ടുളള ഒരു ആഫീസറല്ല . 

( ഒപ്പ്) 
രജിസ്ടഷൻ ആഫീസർ, 
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ഫാറം 8 

( ചട്ടം 4 (8) ( എ ) നോക്കുക) 
ഉൾക്കുറിപ്പിലെ വിവരണങ്ങളെപ്പറ്റിയുളള ആക്ഷേ പ ങ്ങളുടെലിസ്റ് 


കിട്ടിയതീയതി 


S|(കമനമ്പർ 


(1) 


( 2) 


( 3) 


( 4) 


( 5) 


( 6) 


* രജിസ്ട്രേഷൻ ആഫീസർ മാതംപൂരിപ്പിക്കണം- ചട്ടം 4 (7) ( എ ) 
പകാരം പദവി നല്കിയിട്ടുളള ഒരു ആഫീസറല്ല . 

( ഒപ്പ്) 
രജിസ്ടഷൻ ആഫീസർ, 


ഫാറം 9 

[ ചട്ടം 4 (12 ) ( ബി ) (i)) 
അവകാശവാദത്തെപ്പറ്റിയുള്ള വിചാരണ സംബന്ധിച്ച നോട്ടീസ 

ഡ്യൂപ്ലിക്കേറ് (ആഫീസ് കോപ്പി 


ർക്ക 
( അവകാശ വാദിയുടെപൂർണ്ണമായ പേരും മേൽവിലാസവും) 
പരാമർശം: -അവകാശവാദം 

. . . നമ്പർ. 
വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ 

താങ്കളുടെ 

പേര് ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിനെപ്പററിയുളള 
താങ്കളുടെ അവകാശവാദം.. 

..... സ്ഥലത്തുവച്ച് 19 . 
. . . . തീയതി. 

.മണിക്കർ , വിചാരണ ചെയ്യുന്നതായിരിക്കും. 
താങ്കൾക്കു ഹാജരാക്കാൻ കഴിയുന്നത തെളിവുകളുമായി വിചാരണയ്ക്ക് 
ഹാജരാകാൻ നിർദ്ദേശിക്കുന്നു . 
സ്ഥലം : 
തീയതി : 

രജിസ്ടഷൻ ആഫീസർ. 


14. 


ഫാറം 9 
( പട്ടം 4 (12 ) ( ബി ) (i) നോക്കുക) 
അവകാശവാദത്തെപ്പറ്റിയുള്ള വിചാരണ സംബന്ധിച്ച നോട്ടീസ് 

അസ്സൽ (അവകാശവാദിക്ക് നടത്തേണ്ടത്) 


. ർക്കും 


തീയതി . . . . 


-- * * * * 


പരാമർശം : -അവകാശവാദം : നമ്പർ. . 
വോട്ടർപ്പട്ടികയിൽ താങ്കളുടെ പേർ ചേർത്തതിനെപ്പററിയുളള 

താങ്കളുടെ 
അവകാശവാദം , 

. സ്ഥലത്തുവച്ച് 

19 . 
മണിക്ക് വിചാരണ ചെയ്യുന്നതായിരിക്കും. താങ്കൾക്കു ഹാജരാക്കാൻ കഴിയു 
ന്നത തെളിവുകളുമായി വിചാരണയ്ക്ക് ഹാജരാകാൻ താല്പര്യപ്പെടുന്നു . 
സ്ഥലം : 
തീയതി : 

രജിസ്ട്രേഷൻ ആഫീസർ, 
നോട്ടീസ് നടത്തു സർട്ടിഫിക്കറ 
വിചാരണ തീയതി സംബന്ധിച്ച നോട്ടീസ് കപ്പററിയിരിക്കുന്നു . 


തീയതി. 

( അവകാശവാദി) 
അവകാശവാദിക്കുളള നോട്ടീസ് ഞാൻ 
( ഇവിടെ മാസവും വർഷവും ചേർക്കുക) . 

, -ാം തീയതി 
( ശീ ( ശീമതി .. 

. ക്ക് നേരിട്ട് അയാളുടെ 
അവരുടെ വാസ സ്ഥലത്ത്പതിച്ച് യഥാവിധി നടത്തിയതായി സാക്ഷ്യപ്പെടു 
ത്തുന്നു . 
സ്ഥലം : 

നോട്ടീസ് നടത്തുന്നഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ 
തീയതി : 

( പേരും ഉദ്യോഗപ്പേരും) 
കുറിപ്പ് :-ഈ നോട്ടീസ് തപാൽ വഴിയാണ 

നടത്തുന്നതെങ്കിൽ രശീത 
ഇവിടെ ചേർക്കുക. 


ഫാറം 10 
[ 4 (12 ) ( ബി ) (ii ) എന്ന മട്ടം നോക്കുക) 
ആക്ഷേപമുന്നയിച്ച ആളിനുളള നോട്ടീസ് 

ഇരട്ടിപതി (ആഫീസ് കോപ്പി) 


ക്ക് (ആക്ഷേപമുന്നയിച്ച ആളുടെമുഴുവൻ 

പേരും മേൽവിലാസവും 
സൂചന : ആക്ഷേപത്തി ൻറ നമ്പർ, 
( ശീ ( ശീമതി. 

.എന്ന ആളിന്റെ പേര് ചേർത്തതിനെ 
ക്കുറിച്ച് താങ്കൾക്കുളള ആക്ഷേപം, 

. വച്ച് ( സ്ഥലം) 19 ...- 
മാണ്ട 

. മാസം. . . . . . തീയതി. 

മണിക്ക് വാദം 


15 


കേൾക്കുന്നതാണ്. താങ്കൾ ഹാജരാക്കുവാൻ ആഗ്രഹിക്കുന്ന തെളിവുകളുമായി 
വിചാണര സമയത്ത് ഹാജരാകുവാൻ താങ്കളോട് നിർദേശിക്കുന്നു. 
സ്ഥലം : 

രജിസ®q ടഷൻആഫീസർ. 
തീയതി : 


ഫാറം 10 


[ 4 (12) ( ബി ) (i ) എന്ന പട്ടം നോക്കുക) 
ആക്ഷേപമുന്നയിച്ച ആളിനുളള നോട്ടീസ് 


.ക്ക് (ആക്ഷേപമുന്നയിച്ച ആളുടെ മുഴുവൻ 

പേരും മേൽവിലാസവും) 
സൂചന; ആക്ഷേപത്തിന്റെ നമ്പർ 
( ശി / ശീമതി... 

.എന്ന ആളിന്റെ പേര് ചേർ 
ത്തതിനെക്കുറിച്ചു താങ്കൾക്ക് ഉള ആക്ഷേപം 

വച്ച് 
( സ്ഥലം) 19. . . . -ാമാണ്ട്......... മാസം ..... . തീയതി. ( ഇവിടെ 
മാസവും വർഷവും ചേർക്കുക) മണിക്ക് വാദം കേൾക്കുന്നതാണ്. നിങ്ങൾ 
ഹാജരാക്കുവാൻ ആഗ്രഹിക്കുന്ന തെളിവുകളുമായി വിചാണ സമയത്ത് ഹാജ 
രാകുവാൻ താങ്കളോട് നിർദ്ദേശിക്കുന്നു . 
സ്ഥലം : 

രജിസ at റഷൻ ആഫീസർ. 
തീയതി : 


നോട്ടീസ് നടത്തു സർട്ടിഫിക്കറ്റ 
വിചാരണ തീയതി സംബന്ധിച്ച നോട്ടീസ് കൈപ്പറ്റിയിരിക്കുന്നു . 
തീയതി 

ആക്ഷേപക്കാരൻ 
ആക്ഷേ ഈ ക്കാരന് നോട്ടീസ് ഞാൻ 

( ഇവിടെ മാസവും 
വർഷവും ചേർക്കുക) . 

.......-ം തീയതി ( ശീ ( ശീമതി .......... ക് 
നേരിട്ട് അയാളുടെ അവരുടെ വാസസ്ഥലത്ത്പതിച്ചം യഥാവിധി നടത്തിയ 
തായി സാക്ഷ്യപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 
സ്ഥലം: 

നോട്ടീസ് നടത്തുന്ന ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ 
തീയതി : 

( പേരും ഉദ്യോഗപ്പേരും) 

രശീതി 
കുറിപ്പ്: ഈ നോട്ടീസ തപാൽ വഴിയാണ് നടത്തുന്നതെങ്കിൽ 

ഇവിടെ ചേർക്കുക . 
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ഫാറം 11 
[ ചട്ടം 4 (12) ( ബി ) (i ) നോക്കുക) 

ഡിക്കേററ 
(ആഫീസ് കോപ്പി) 


. . . . ( കമ 


.അപേക്ഷക്കാരൻ പൂർണ്ണമായ 
പേരും മേൽവിലാസവും 
സുചന : ആക്ഷേപം നമ്പർ 
ശീ ശീതീ. 

.ആക്ഷേപക്കാരൻ 

പൂർണ്ണമായ പേരും 
മേൽവിലാസവും) 

ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിൽ 

: . . . . . . . . . ഡിവിഷനിൽ 
. വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിലെ 

ഭാഗത്ത്, 
നമ്പരിൽ താങ്കളുടെ 

പേര 

ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിനെപ്പററി സമർപ്പിച്ചിട്ടുളള 
ആക്ഷേപം. . ( സ്ഥലം) 

19 . , .... തീയതി. 
മണിയ്ക്ക് വിചാരണ ചെയ്യുന്നതായിരിക്കും. താങ്കൾക്ക ഹാജരാക്കാൻ 
കഴിയുന്നത് തെളിവുകളുമായി വിചാരണയ്ക്ക് 
ഹാജരാകാൻ 

താൽപ്പര്യപ്പെ 
ടുന്നു . ആക്ഷേപ കാരണങ്ങൾ ചുരുക്കത്തിൽ : 

( എ ) 
( ബി ) 

( സി ) 
സ്ഥലം : 
തീയതി : 

രജിസ്ടഷൻ ആഫീസർ. 


ഫാറം 11 
( ചട്ടം 4 (12 ) ( ബി ) (i ) നോക്കുക) 

അസ്സൽ 
(ആക്ഷേപക്കാരന് നൽകേണ്ടത്) 


.ആക്ഷേപക്കാരൻ പൂർണ്ണമായ 
പേരും മേൽവിലാസവും 
സൂചന : ആക്ഷേപം നമ്പർ 
ശീ / ശീമതി. .ആക്ഷേപക്കാരൻറ പൂർണ്ണമായ 

പേരും 
മേൽവിലാസവും ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിൽ... 

ഡിവിഷ 
നിൽ. 

.... വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിലെ.. ...ഭാഗത്ത് കമനമ്പരിൽ താങ്കളുടെ 
പേര് ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തുന്നതിനെപ്പററിയുള്ളആക്ഷേപം. 

( സ്ഥലം) 
.19 ...... തീയതി..... .മണിക്ക് വിചാരണ ചെയ്യുന്നതായിരിക്കും. 
താങ്കൾക്ക് ഹാജരാക്കാൻ 

കഴിയുന്നത് തെളിവുകളുമായി വിചാരണയ്ക്ക 
ഹാജരാകാൻ താൽപ്പര്യപ്പെടുന്നു . 

ആരക്ഷപ് കാരണങ്ങൾ ചുരുക്കത്തിൽ: 
( ബി ) 

( സി ) 
സ്ഥലം : 
തീയതി : 

രജിസ്ടഷൻ ആഫീസർ, 
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നോട്ടീസ് നടത്തിയതിനുളള സർട്ടിഫിക്കറ് 
വിചാരണ സംബന്ധിച്ച തീയതിയുടെ നോട്ടീസ് കൈപ്പററിയിരിക്കുന്നു . 
തീയതി . 

(ആകോപക്കാരൻ 
പട്ടിക യിൽ ആരുടെ പേര് ഉൾപ്പെടുത്തിയതിനാണോആക്ഷേപംഉന്നയിക്ക 
പ്പെട്ടത് ആ ആൾക്കുള്ള നോട്ടീസം ഞാൻതന്നെ ശീ ശീമതി. 
( പേര്) ക്ക് 19 ... . തീയതി ...... 

യിൽ അയാൾക്ക 

നേരിട്ട് അയാളുടെ 
താമസ സ്ഥലത്ത്പതിച്ച് നടത്തിയിരിക്കുന്നു : എന്ന് സാക്ഷ്യപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 
സ ഥലം : 

നോട്ടീസ് നടത്തുന്നആഫീസർ 
തീയതി : 

( പേരു ഉദ്യോഗപ്പേരും) . 


അയച്ചതാണെങ്കിൽ രസീത 


കുറിപ്പ് : 

ഈ നോട്ടീസ് തപാൽവഴി 
ഇവിടെ ചേർക്കുക. 


ഹാറം 12 
[ 4 (12) ( ബി ) (ii) എന്ന ചട്ടം നോക്കുക) 
രേഖപ്പെടുത്തിയ വിവരണങ്ങളിൻമേലുളള ആക്ഷേപം 
സംബന്ധിച്ച് വാദം കേൾക്കാനുളള നോട്ടീസ് 

ഡിക്കേററ 
ആഫീസ് കോപ്പി 


.ക്ക് (ആക്ഷേപമുന്നയിച്ച ആളുടെമുഴുവൻ 

പേരും മേൽവിലാസവും) 
സൂചന : - ആക്ഷേപത്തിന്റെ നമ്പർ 

വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ താങ്കളെ സം ബന്ധിച്ച് രേഖപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുളള ചില 
വിവരങ്ങളിൻമേൽ താങ്കൾക്കുളള ആക്ഷേപത്തിൻമേൽ . ..വച്ച്( സ്ഥലം) 
19 ......- മാണ്ടും .....മാസം..... തീയതി..... .മണിക്ക് വാദം കേൾക്കുന്ന 
താണ്. 

താങ്കൾ ഹാജരാക്കാൻആഗ്രഹിക്കുന്ന തെളിവുകളുമായി വാദ സമയത്ത് 
ഹാജരാകാൻ താങ്കളോട് നിർദ്ദേശിക്കുന്നു . 


രജിസ്ടഷൻ ആഫീസർ. 


സ്ഥലം: 
തീയതി : 
ദ 1667 
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ഫാറം 12 


(4 (12 ) ( ബി ) (iii) എന്ന ചട്ടം നോക്കുക) 
രേഖപ്പെടുത്തിയ വിവരങ്ങളിൻമേലുളള ആക്ഷേപം 
സം ബന്ധിച്ച് വാദം കേൾക്കാനുളള നോട്ടീസ് 

അസ്സൽ 
(ആക്ഷേപമുന്നയിച്ച ആൾക്ക് കൊടുക്കേണ്ടത്) 


.ക്ക് (ആക്ഷേപമുന്നയിച്ച ആളുടെമുഴുവൻ 

പേരും മേൽവിലാസവും) 
സൂചന : ആക്ഷേപത്തിന്റെ നമ്പർ 


താണ 


വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയിൽ താങ്കളെ സംബന്ധിച്ച് രേഖപ്പെടുത്തിയിട്ടുളള ചില 
വിവരങ്ങളിൻമേൽ താങ്കൾക്കുളള ആക്ഷേപത്തിൻമേൽ...... വച്ച് ( സ്ഥലം) 
19 ... -ാമാണ്ട ...... മാസം ......തീയതി ....... .മണിക്ക് വാദം കേൾക്കുന്ന 

താങ്കൾ ഹാജരാക്കാൻ ആഗ്രഹിക്കുന്ന തെളിവുകളുമായി 
സമയത്ത് ഹാജരാകാൻ താങ്കളോട് നിർദ്ദേശിക്കുന്നു . 
സ്ഥലം : 
തീയതി : 

രജിസ്റഷൻ ആഫീസർ, 


വാദ 


നോട്ടീസ് നടത്തു സർട്ടിഫിക്കറ് 
വിചാരണ നോട്ടീസ് കൈപ്പററിയിരിക്കുന്നു . 
തീയതി 

(ആക്ഷേപകൻ) 


ആക്ഷേപകനുളള നോട്ടീസ് ഞാൻ .......... ( ഇവിടെ മാസവും വർഷവും 
ചേർക്കുക) . -ാം തീയതി ശീ / ശീമതി . 

.ക്ക് നേരിട്ട് 
അയാളുടെ അവരുടെവാസസ്ഥലത്ത് പതിച്ച് യഥാവിധി നടത്തിയതായി 
സാക്ഷ്യപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 
സ്ഥലം : 
തീയതി ; 

നോട്ടീസ് നടത്തുന്ന ഉദ്യോഗസ്ഥൻ, 

( പേരും ഉദ്യോഗപ്പേരും) 
കുറിപ്പ് : ഈ നോട്ടീസ് തപാൽവഴിയാണ് നടത്തുന്നതെങ്കിൽ 

ഇവിടെ ചേർക്കുക. 


രശീത 
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ഫാറ , 13 
[ 4 (18) ( ബി ) എന്ന ചട്ടം നോക്കുക) 
വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയുടെ അവസാന പ്രസിദ്ധീകരണം സംബന്ധിച്ച 

നോട്ടീസ് 
. ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലിലെ , ..-ാംനമ്പ ഡിവിഷനായ 

ലേയ്ക്കുളള കരട് വോട്ടർ പട്ടികയുടെasദഗതികളുടെ ലിസ്റ 
1980- ലെ കേരള ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിലുകൾ ( വാട്ടർപട്ടികകൾ തയ്യാറാക്കലുംപുത 
കലും പോളിംഗ് സ്റേറഷനുകളുടെ ലിസ്റ് (പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തലും) 
ചട്ടങ്ങൾ അനുസരിച്ച് തയ്യാറാക്കിയിട്ടുണ്ടെന്നും പ്രസ്തുത പട്ടികയുടെ ഒരു 

കോപ്പി ദഗതികളുടെ മേൽപ്പറ ഞ്ഞ ലിസ്റ് സഹിതം പസിദധീകരിച്ചി 
ട്ടുണ്ടെന്നും അവ താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന 

സ്ഥലങ്ങളിൽ പരിശോധനയ്ക്കായി ലഭ്യ 
മാണെന്നും പൊതുജനങ്ങളുടെ അറിവിനായി ഇതിനാ (പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെ 
ത്തുന്നു : 

എന്റെ ഓഫീസിൽ 
(2 ) താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന തദ്ദേശ സ്വയംഭരണ സ്ഥാപന 

ങ്ങളുടെഓഫീസുകളിൽ 
( എ ) 
( ബി 
( സി 
( 3) താഴെപ്പറയുന്ന വില്ലേജ്ഓഫീസുകളിൽ 
( എ ) 
( ബി ) 

( സി ) 
സ്ഥലം : 
തീയതി : 

രജിസ്ററഷൻഓഫീസർ, 
(ഇവിടെ ആഫീസിന്റെ പൂർണ്ണമായ 

മേൽവിലാസം ചേർക്കണം.) 
ഫാറം 14 
( 10 -ാം ചട്ടം നോക്കുക 
പോളിംഗ് സ്റേറഷനുകളുടെ ലിസ്റ് 
. ജില്ലാ കൗൺസിൽ 

ഡിവിഷൻ നമ്പർ ... 
( കമ സ്ഥാനം അല്ലെങ്കിൽ അത് സ്ഥാപി പോളിംഗ് ഏൽപ്പി 
നമ്പർ പോളിംഗ്സ്റേറ 

ക്കപ്പെടുന്ന പദേശം ക്കുന്ന 
ഷൻ കെട്ടിടം ( വിവരണം) വാട്ട 

കളുടെഎണ്ണം 


ജില്ലാ കളക്ടർ 


സ്ഥലം 
തീയതി 


ഗവർണറുടെഉത്തരവു പ്രകാരം, 

എം , ദണ്ഡപാണി, 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ സെക്രട്ടറി. 
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വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 


പൊതു 


ഇത് വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിൻറ ഭാഗമല്ല . എന്നാ ൽ അതിന്റെ 
ഉദ ° ദേശം നൽകുന്നതിനുള° ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുള്ളതാണ്. 

1979- ലെ കേരള ജില്ലം ഭരണ ആക്റ് (1980 - ലെ 7 ) 10-ാംവകുപ്പ്(2) -ാം ഉപ 
വകുപ്പുപ്രകാരം സർക്കാർ നിർണ്ണയിക്കാവുന്ന അങ്ങനെയുളള 

ഇടവേളകളിൽ, 
ജില്ലയിലെ ഡിവിഷനുകളുടെയോ ഡിവിഷനുകളുടെഭാഗങ്ങളുടെയോ വോട്ടർ 
പട്ടികകൾ , നിർണ്ണയിക്കപ്പെട്ട അധികാരി ആനുകാലികമായി പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടു 
ത്തേണ്ടതാണെന്ന് വ്യവസ്ഥചെയ്യുന്നു . സർക്കാർ ഇതിലേയ്ക്കായുണ്ടാക്കുന്ന 
ചട്ടങ്ങൾക്ക് വിധേയമായി തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പ് ഡയറക്ടർ ആക° ററി ൻ 15 -ാം 
വകുപ്പുപ്രകാരം തെരഞ്ഞെടുപ്പ് നടത്തുന്നതിനുളള നടപടി ക്രമീകരിക്കേണ്ട 
തുണ്ട്. ഈ വിജ്ഞാപനത്തിൻകീഴിൽ പസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്ന ചട്ടങ്ങൾ, ജില്ലാ 
കൗൺസിലിന്റെ ഡിവിഷനുകളിലെയും ഡിവിഷനുകളുടെഭാഗങ്ങളുടെയും 
വോട്ടർ പട്ടികകളുടെയും, ഓരോ ഡിവിഷനിലെയും പോളിംഗ് സ്റേറഷന 
കളുടെലിസ്ററിൻറെയും പ്രസിദ്ധീകരണത്തിനുളള നടപടികമം 
ഉണ്ടാക്കു 
ന്നതിനുള° ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുളളതാണ്. 
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GOVERNMENT OF KERALA 
General Education (J) Department 

NOTIFICATION 


G.O. (P ) No. 13/81 /G.Edn . Dated, Trivandrum , 13th January, 1981. 

S. R. O. No. 64/81.- In exercise of the powers conferred by Section 36 
of the Kerala Education Act, 1958 (6 of 1959), the Government of Kerala 
hereby make the following further amendment to the Kerala Education Rules, 
1959, namely : 

RULES 

(No. 1/81) 
1. Short title and commencement:-(1) These rules may be called the Kerala 
Education (Amendment) Rules, 1981. 

(2) They shall come into force at once . 
2. In the Kerala Education Rules, 1959, in Chapter XIV ( A ), in sub 
rule (3) of Rule 45 B for the words and figure " for 2 years from the date of 
these rules" the following shall be substituted , namely : 

" till 31st March 1981" 


By order of the Governor, 


P. S. RAMAN PILLAI, 
Additional Secretary to Government. 


22/12411 
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Explanatory Note 
( This does not form part of the notification , but is intended to indicate 
its general purport). 

Government have decided to extend the period of temporary exemption 
now available till December , 1980 to Aided Primary School Teachers for 
promotion as Headmasters to the end of March 1981. The Amendment is 
intended to achieve this object. 
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കേരള സർക്കാർ 


കൃഷിചെറുകിട ജലസേചനം വകുപ്പ് 


പരസ്യം 


നമ്പർ 99016/എംഐ 1/ 80/ എ.ഡി. തിരുവനന്തപുരം, 1981 ജനുവരി 6 , 

എസ്. ആർ. ഒ. നമ്പർ 65/ 81, -1956- ലെ തിരുവിതാംകൂർ- കൊച്ചി ജല 
സേചന ആക°ടിലെ (1956 - ലെ ) 13 -ാം വകുപ്പുപ്രകാരം പൊതുജനങ്ങളുടെ 
അറിവിലേക്കായി താഴെ പട്ടികയിൽ വിവരിക്കുന്നതും ഗവൺമെൻറ് നടപ്പിലാ 
ക്കാൻ ഉദ്ദേശിക്കുന്നതും ആയ ജലസേചന പദ്ധതിമൂലം പ്രയോജനപ്പെടുന്ന 
സ്ഥലങ്ങളുടെ വിവരങ്ങളും പദ്ധതിച്ചെലവിന്റെ ചുരുങ്ങിയ വിവരണവും 
കേരള സർക്കാർ ഇതിനാൽ പ്രസിദ്ധപ്പെടുത്തുന്നു . 

പ്രസ്തുത ജലസേചന പദ്ധതി സംബന്ധിച്ച് പ്രവർത്തനം നടത്തുന്ന 
തിനെതിരായി ബന്ധപ്പെട്ട ആർക്കെങ്കിലും എന്തെങ്കിലും ആക്ഷേപമുളളപക്ഷം 
ആയത് 1981 ജനുവരി 28 -ാം തീയതിക്കകം എറണാകുളം ജില്ലാ കളക്ടർ 
മുമ്പാകെ രേഖാമൂലം ബോധിപ്പിക്കേണ്ടതാകുന്നു . 


പട്ടിക 


പദ്ധതിയുടെ പേര്.--എറണാകുളം ജില്ലയിൽ ആലുവാ താലൂക്കിൽ കോ 

കുളങ്ങര വടക്ക് വില്ലേജിൽ മലയംകുന്ന്ലിഫ്ററ് ഇറിഗേഷൻ പദ്ധതി. 
പദ്ധതിയുടെ മതിപ്പുചെലവ് -82, 000 രൂപ . 
33/ 135 / MC 


പ്രസ്തുത പദ്ധതിമുഖാന്തിരം പ്രയോജനപ്പെടുന്ന സ്ഥലത്തിന്റെ വിവര 
ങ്ങൾ. - വിസ്തീർണ്ണം: 18 ഹെക്ടർ 65 ആര് 63 ചതുരശ്രമീററർ . 

ജില്ല : -- എറണാകുളം 
താലൂക്ക്: -ആലുവാ 

വില്ലേജ്: -- കൊതകുളങ്ങര വടക്ക 


സർവ്വേനമ്പർ 


വിസ്തീർണ്ണം 


(1 ) 


( 2) 
ആർ 


ഹെക്ടർ 


ചതുരശ 
മീററർ 


13 
13 
1 0 
2 4 
04 

6 


( 4 

7 
14 


969/15 
969 15 
969 15 
969 14, 1 
969 14, 2 
969114. 3 
969113. 1 
969 | 15 
969/ 1 ബി 
969| 8 
969 1 ബി 
96912 ബി 
969 1 ബി 
969 | 4 
96918 
96916 
969113. 1 
9 69113 
969] 1 2 
969 11 
969111 
969 11 
969 1 0 
969/11 
969 11 
969 11 
969 11 
9 69/10 
9 691 0 
969 1 
96917 
968/12 
910 20 
970114 
969/1 


9 
2 
4 

7 
20 
40 
1 0 
11 

8 
65 
14 
12 

8 
11 
3 8 
22 
22 
39 
21 
1 0 
25 
12 
17 
1 8 

7 
1 O 


7 6 
7 6 
11 
68 
86 
1818 
86 
69 
16 
71 
43 
05 
69 
63 
06 
11 
33 
09 
5 6 
57 
14 
09 
33 
85 
6 6 
66 
6 6 
85 
0 0 
20 
1 4 
0 0 
6 2 
69 
92 
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(1) 


( 2) 


57 

8 
2 

4 
12 


:::::::::: 


18 


11 
0 9 
8 3 
05 
54 
21 
- 05 
- 05 
09 
76 
7 6 
9 0 


6 2 


968/ 1 എ 
9 6 8 12 ബി 
9 6 8 12 ബി 
9 69111 
969 11 
968 12 
9 6 8712 
970122 
9 5711 , 2 
95711 എ 
957| 7 എ 
95711 എ 
957 1 എ 2 
970223 1 
97022 എ 
9701 22 എ 
97 01 22 എ 
970122 എ 
97 0 14, 2 
970 14.1 
970 / 12 എ 
971 6 
97115 ബി 
9715 ബി 
95719 എ 
971 2 
972 1 
97211 
972 1 
956 2 
968 9 
9 68 8 
97115 ബി 
968 11 
968/10 
97 2 | 8 എ 
972] 8 ബി 
97219 
972 10 
972 11 
9 7212 
972] 13 എ 
972113 ബി 


4 
4 
8 
13 
13 

8 
18 

6 
8 
18 
23 
21 
41 
21 
12 
61 

8 
14 
42 
19 
27 
22 
3 8 
6 0 

9 
6 0 
60 
11 
79 
17 
27 
17 
40 
38 
24 
15 
8 


07 
9 0 
9 0 
8 7 
5 2 
28 
0 4 
1 4 
1 0 
9 0 
57 
9 0 
0 2 
5 2 
6 6 
85 
7 0 
31 
T O 
7 5 
6 8 
79 
81 
11 
0 0 
87 
85 
28 
38 
49 


: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 
: 


v 
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( 1 ) 


( 2 ) 


97 2 ബി.സി. 
972 14. 1 
972114, 2 
9 12 15 
97 211 6 എ 
97211 6 ബി 


:::::: 


27 
0 5 
25 
6 0 
41 
29 


52 
26 
9 0 
7 0 
29 
14 


ആകെ വിസ്തീർണ്ണം 


65 


63 


ഗവർണ്ണറുടെ ഉത്തരവുപ്രകാരം 
, 

കെ . വി . വിദ്യാധരൻ, 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ സെക്രട്ടറി. 


വിശദീകരണക്കുറിപ്പ് 


( ഇത് പരസ്യത്തിന്റെ ഭാഗമല്ല . എന്നാൽ പൊതു ഉദ്ദേശം ലക്ഷ്യമാക്കി 
യിട്ടുളളതാണ്) . 

എറണാകുളം ജില്ലയിൽ ആലുവാ താലൂക്കിൽ കോതകുളങ്ങര വടക്ക് 
വില്ലേജിൽ ജലസേചനസൗകര്യത്തിനായി 
മലയംകുന്ന് ലിഫ്ററ് ഇറിഗേഷൻ 
പദ°ധതി ആരംഭിക്കുന്നതിന് എസ്ററിമേറ്റ് തയ്യാറാക്കിയിട്ടുണ്ട് 
. 

എന്നാൽ 
തിരു - കൊച്ചി ജലസേചന നിയമം (1956 - ലെ 7) 13 -ാം വകുപ്പ് പ്രകാരം 
പ്രസ്തുത പദ്ധതി നടപ്പാക്കുന്നതിനെപ്പററി 
ആക്ഷേപമുളളവരെ 
ഉദ്ദേശിച്ച് 
പരസ്യം പുറപ്പെടുവിക്കേണ്ടതായിട്ടുണ്ട് 
. ഇതു ഉദ്ദേശിച്ചുകൊണ്ടുളളതാണ 
ഈ പരസ്യം. 
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13 -ാം വകുപ്പു 


1961 - ലെ സർവ്വയും അതിർത്തിയും സംബന്ധിച്ച ആക്ടിലെ 

u : , ! ! 
13 -ാം വകുപ്പു ( പകാരമുളള പരസ്യം 
1 . താഴെ പറയുന്ന പ്രദേശങ്ങളിലെ സർവ്വ ഇപ്പോൾ പൂർത്തിയായിരി 
ക്കുന്നതായി 1961 - ലെ കേരള - സർവ്വയും അതിർത്തി സംബന്ധിച്ച 
ആക്ടിലെ (1961- ലെ 3 -ാം ആക°°) 

പ്രകാരം ഇതിനാൽ 
പരസ്യം ചെയ്യുന്നു. 

2. പ്രസ്തുത ആക്ടിലെ 14 -ാം വകുപ്പിലെ വ്യവസ്ഥകൾ പ്രകാരം 
ഒരു സിവിൽ കോടതിയുടെ ഡി കിമൂലം ഇതിനാൽ പരസ്യം ചെയ്യുന്ന 
സർവ്വ ഭേദഗതി ചെയ്യപ്പെടുന്നില്ലെങ്കിൽ ഈ സർവ്വേ റിക്കാർഡ് അതിൽ 
നിർണ്ണയിക്കുകയും രേഖപ്പെടുത്തുകയും ചെയ്തിട്ടുളള അതിരുകൾ ശരിയായി 
നിർണ്ണയിക്കുകയും രേഖപ്പെടുത്തുകയുംചെയ്തിട്ടുണ്ടെന്നതിന്റെ തർക്കമറ 
തെളിവായിരിക്കുന്നതാണ്. 


(1) 
Ref. C. 122/78. 

23rd December 1980 . 
പദേശത്തിന്റെ വിവരങ്ങൾ 
താലുക്ക്_കോഴിക്കോട 

വിം ജ_2 കോടി 

ദേശം മക്കട 
പൂർത്തിയായ ഫീൽഡ് നമ്പരുകൾ 97/1 B, ic , : 15, 2, 6 , 7 , 8, 9 , 

10 , 11 , 12. ; 
33/ 132V. 
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(2) 
ഫ് , സി . 630/77 . 

23rd December 1980 . 
പദേശത്തിന്റെ വിവരങ്ങൾ 
താലൂക്ക - കോഴിക്കോട 

വില്ലേജ് - കക്കാടി 

ദേശം - മൂരിക്കര 
പൂർത്തിയായ ഫീൽഡ് നമ്പരുകൾ -2/3 , 7, 8, 4, 9, 6, 10, 3/1 , 4 , 

5 , 3 , 6 . 

(3) 
സി .631177 . 

23rd December 1980 . 
പംദേശത്തിന്റെ വിവരങ്ങൾ 
താലൂക്ക - കോഴിക്കോട 

വില്ലേജ° കക്കോടി 

ദേശം - മൂരിക്കര 
പൂർത്തിയായ ഫീൽഡ്നമ്പരുകൾ -4/ 2 , 5, 3, 6, 7 , 4 , 8 . 


(ഒപ്പ്) 
സ്പെഷ്യൽ തഹശീൽദാർ, 

എൽ, ഏ . നമ്പർ 2 . 


ബാലുശ്ശേരി. 
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